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CHAPTER 1 PROBLEM STATEMENT
Introduction
The English language is the worldwide language that has been used in international
conferences, tourism, business, and hospitality industries (Thomsen, 2003). This forces many
non-English speakers to learn the English language in order to enter the business world or to
study in western countries where English is the native language (Biria & Jafari, 2013).
According to Ruiz (2014, 2013) the number of international students who studied abroad
worldwide during the period of 2012-2013 was around 3,900,000 million students, and the
United States of America alone hosted approximately 819,644 international students, which
represents 21 percent of all international students worldwide. This large number of international
students studying in the USA increases the importance of English language pedagogy in general
and writing in particular.
Although writing in English, especially in higher education, is one of the crucial and vital
skills that English as a Second Language (ESL) students must master to be successful in learning
achievement and in future employment (Marzban & Sarjami, 2014); it is considered one of the
challenging skills that ESL students have to master (Choi, 1991; Gilmore, 2009). According to
Marzban and Sarjami (2014), ESL students receive lower scores in writing sections as compared
with other sections such as listening, reading, and speaking in English language exams. This
phenomenon attracts the attention of many researchers to investigate the causes and potential
solutions. Marzban and Sarjami (2014) indicated that poor writing problems could be attributed
to the passive learning and participation and the reliance of students on teachers in language
acquisition. According to Borau, Ullrich, Feng, and Shen (2009), the majority of learners
studying language are passive learners though they should be active learners who produce and
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practice the target language as a communication tool. As a result, many researchers have claimed
that the writing process should be shifted from an individual task to a collaborative task
(Knowles & Hennequin, 2004). These claims have gained the attention of researchers and
practitioners toward collaborative learning.
Collaborative learning or learner-learner meaningful interaction has been recognized in
language learning and acquisition since the work of Vygotsky’s concept of social constructivism
(Razak, Saeed, & Ahmad, 2013). From the social constructivist perspective, the knowledge and
skills of the learners are constructed efficiently and effectively by engaging the learners in reallife social communication and social collaborative activities and by allowing the learners to take
charge of their learning (Abu Bakar, Latif, & Ya'acob, 2010).
The advent of communication technologies, including the use of computers and Internet
especially in educational settings, now provides numerous ways of communication (Sun, 2010).
One of these higher educational settings is ESL learning. According to Godwin-Jones (2005)
language learning, specifically writing, can be facilitated by using web 2.0 technology. One of
the web 2.0 applications is social network sites. Social network sites provide learners with
opportunities to access interactive environments that increase collaborative and interactive
learning (Razak et al., 2013). However, there is a shortage of studies that investigate the effects
of social network sites, especially Wiki for ESL students (Razak et al., 2013). Of this small
numbers of studies, most have been focused on the effects of Wiki on the process of
collaborative writing and leaners’ perceptions of using Wiki in collaborative writing projects.
Only a few studies have focused on the effects of Wiki on the products of collaborative writing.
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Statement of the Problem
Mastering writing skills for ESL students is very challenging (Choi, 1991), especially
with ESL students who study abroad in the USA. What is more challenging is to improve the
writing performance of those students in a short time period since they need to master English
proficiency (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) as soon as possible to be admitted to
American universities. This study implemented an intervention (Wiki) for the sake of improving
the writing performance of the ESL students efficiently and effectively.
Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of Wiki-based collaborative writing
on the individual writing performance of ESL students. The research questions of this study
were:
1. Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their individual overall
writing performance from the pre-essay to the post-essay?
a. Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their individual
writing performance in terms of the five measurement components (content,
organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics) from the
pre-essay to the post-essay?
2. Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’ individual
overall writing performance as compared to individual writing?
a. Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’
individual writing performance in terms of the five measurement components
(content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics)
as compared to individual writing?
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Theoretical Constructs
Collaboration in second language is grounded on theories that explain how collaboration
affects the learning achievement in second language learning, and these theories represent two
key perspectives: cognitive and sociocognitive (Storch, 2013). The first and second cognitive
theories are Long’s interaction hypothesis and Swain’s pushed output theories, which explain
second language acquisition from the cognitive perspective (Storch, 2013). The third theory is
Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, which explains the development of cognitive ability from the
psychological perspective (Storch, 2013). The following sections will explain each of these
theories in detail and conclude with the linkage of all three theories.
Long’s (1983, 1996) interaction hypothesis states that second language acquisition
depends heavily on the comprehensible input made via interactional modifications during
dialogue. When pairs engage in conversation and face incomprehensible inputs (breakdowns),
interlocutors use conversational moves (e.g. conformation check and clarification requests) to
point out these breakdowns to help second language learners repair them and make them more
understandable. That in turn enhances second language acquisition (Storch, 2013). So, the
ultimate goal of the interaction hypothesis is to provide second language learners with
understandable input by increasing the meaningful interaction and negotiation for meaning via
collaboration. Long (1996) indicates that such meaningful interaction and negotiation allows
second language learners to get two kinds of evidence: positive and negative. Positive evidence
refers to the correct linguistic form provided to a second language learner by an interlocutor,
whereas negative evidence refers to explicit or implicit information about the second language
learner’s incorrect output. According to Long (1983), the focus of the interaction hypothesis is
on the meaningful interaction and negotiation taking place between native-speaker or competent
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peer with nonnative-speaker, and that is the core of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development
(ZPD) discussed later in this section. However, Pica (1994) suggested that the interaction
hypothesis could also increase the language acquisition of pairs who have similar second
language proficiency. While the role of comprehensible input is essential in second language
acquisition, Storch (2013) indicated that many studies, e.g. Schmidt, 1983, found that
comprehensible input promoted the fluency of second language students but not necessarily the
accuracy. This finding led to the creation of comprehensible output and pushed Output
hypothesis by Swain (1993).
According to Storch (2013), producing comprehensible output is as critical as exposure to
comprehensible input for second language acquisition. To promote the fluency and accuracy of
the second language, Swain (1993) argued that second language learners should be pushed to
produce output that is not only comprehensible but also grammatically accurate which in turn
stretches second language learners’ linguistic resources. While second language learners are
attempting to produce output, they may encounter some difficulties in expressing their intended
output (Storch, 2013). In doing so, second language learners may be able to notice some gaps in
their linguistic knowledge (brought to them from external or internal feedback) which
encourages them to try out some methods to close these gaps such as: (a) surveying their
linguistic resources; (b) hypothesis testing; (c) processing syntactic forms; (d) or reflecting on
their own language (Swain, 1993; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). Although Output hypothesis
mentioned both oral and written output, Storch (2011) indicated that the chances for testing
hypotheses, noticing and obtaining feedback, and concentrating on accuracy are greater in
written output. The work of Swain led Long to revise his theory and take Swain’s output
hypothesis into account (Storch, 2013). Long (1996) states:
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Negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation work that triggers interactional
adjustments by the native-speaker or more competent interlocutor, facilitates acquisition
because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and
output in productive ways.” (p. 451-452).
According to Swain (1985), as second language learners engage in a collaborative task, they
support and assist each other (scaffolding) in language, and those who get the support are pushed
to produce and modify their output. Swain’s theory is very much informed by Vygotsky’s theory.
Vygotsky’s (1978, 1981) sociocultural theory is based on the idea that human beings
develop their mental abilities such as speech patterns, written language, etc. and construct their
knowledge via social interactions (Januszewski & Molenda, 2013). So, learning is “a socially
situated activity” (Dobao, 2012, p. 41) which occurs in the interaction between two or more
people where a less knowledgeable learner gets assistance from an expert (Storch, 2013).
According to Vygotsky (1978), learning will not be effective in collaborative activities unless the
expert takes into account the novice’s current developmental level and potential developmental
level. The gap between these two levels is called ZPD. So, the goal of the interaction is to help
the novices extend their current development level to a higher level of competence by providing
appropriate assistance. This assistance is called scaffolding.
Definitions and Key terms used in the study
English as a Second Language (ESL): Thomsen (2003) defined ESL as the “term generally
used for English classes taught in English speaking countries” (p. 92).
English as a Foreign Language (EFL): Thomsen (2003) defined EFL as the “term generally
used for English classes taught in non-English speaking countries” (p. 92).
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Writing: Ansarimoghaddam & Tan (2013) believed as “writing can be defined as a productive
learning process from the generation of ideas and gathering required data to the publication of
the finalized text” (p. 35).
Collaborative writing: According to Storch (2013), collaborative writing “means the coauthoring of a text by two or more writers” (p. 2).
Wiki: Richardson (2010) defined Wiki as a ‘‘collaborative web space where anyone can add
content and anyone can edit content that has already published’’ (p. 8).
Summary
This study looked at the writing difficulty that ESL students face and explored how the
integration of social network sites, Wiki in particular, could improve the students’ writing
performance. The four questions that guided this study were: (1) Does the Wiki-based
collaborative writing group improve their individual overall writing performance from the preessay to the post-essay? (2) Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their
individual writing performance in terms of the five measurement components (content,
organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics) from the pre-essay to the
post-essay? (3) Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’
individual overall writing performance as compared to individual writing? and (4) Does the use
of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’ individual writing performance in
terms of the five measurement components as compared to individual writing? The theoretical
constructs of this study included cognitive theories (Long and Swain) and sociocognitive theory
(Vygotsky). Rationale and significance of the study, relevant definitions and key terminologies
were discussed and reviewed.
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW
This study was aimed to determine the effect of using Wikis on the writing performance
of ESL students. This literature review includes three main themes: collaboration in second
language classrooms, collaboration in second language writing classes, and Wikis in ESL writing
classes.
Collaboration in second language classrooms
Introduction. The current interest in the communicative approach to learning and
teaching emphasizes the importance of collaborative pair and group work in many classroom
contexts including second language (Shehadeh, 2011). Before exploring collaborative learning in
second language in this literature review, it is critical to define collaboration and how it differs
from other terms such as cooperation.
Although the term collaborative learning could be synonymous with cooperative
learning, many researchers point out the importance of distinguishing the two terms from one
another (Al Khateeb, 2013). According to Dillenbourg, Baker, Blaye, and O’Malley (1996), the
distinction between collaboration and cooperation concentrates on the level of labor division of
the constructing process. They point out that in cooperative-based groups, the effort to complete
a task is divided between learners, and each learner completes his/her part independently, and
they assemble the parts into the final task. However, in collaborative-based groups, learners
coordinate their efforts (not split up) to complete a task jointly so they work together, interact
throughout the entire project, and produce a joint product sharing in ownership (Storch, 2013).
Therefore, the collaborative task has three unique features: “(1) production of a shared
document; (2) substantive interaction among members; (3) shared decision-making power over
and responsibility for the document” (Ede & Lunsford, 1990, p.15). As a result, peer planning,
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peer editing, or peer feedback tasks are not qualified to be collaborative tasks because the
interaction takes place at one phase of the task process (Storch, 2013). In spite of the difference
between the collaborative and cooperative tasks, both have been used in the second language
context and have resulted in positive impacts on second language acquisition (Swain & Lapkin,
1998; Nassaji & Tian, 2010; Marzban & Sarjami, 2014; Biria & Jafari, 2013; Dobao, 2012;
Shehadeh, 2011; Hosseinpour & Biria, 2014; Jafari, 2012).
Theoretical framework. The current view of collaborative learning on second language
acquisition is theoretically supported by both cognitive perspectives (Long and Swain) and
sociocultural perspective (Vygotsky) described in detail under the theoretical constructs section.
Briefly, Long’s (1983, 1985) interaction hypothesis emphasizes that second language acquisition
is enhanced by the comprehensible input made via meaningful interaction and negotiation for
meaning taking place among second language learners through collaboration. Long asserts that
the more second language learners are engaged in collaborative learning, the more they are
exposed to understandable language which in turn enhances second language acquisition. Swain
(1993), on the other hand, believes that second language learners should not only be exposed to
comprehensible input but also encouraged to produce comprehensible output (pushed output),
which plays a key role in second language acquisition. Swain asserts that while second language
learners attempt to produce comprehensible outputs which are understandable and grammatically
accurate, they will be able to notice some gaps in their linguistic knowledge and solve these gaps
through: (a) surveying their linguistic resources; (b) hypothesis testing; (c) processing syntactic
forms; and (d) reflecting on their own language (Swain, 1993; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). Long and
Swain’s theories are very informed by Vygotsky’s (1978, 1981) sociocultural theory. Vygotsky
indicated that social interactions (scaffolding) that occur between two or more people where a
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less knowledgeable learner receives assistance from an expert are very important to extend
novices’ current cognitive and linguistic development toward a higher potential development
level. In the second language setting, these assistances are provided by teachers, peers, or native
speakers through collaborative learning.
Potential benefits of collaboration in the second language context. Although
collaborative learning has been investigated in the field of second language since the early 70s
by the work of pioneer Kenneth Bruffee who claimed that by writing collaboratively via pairs,
learners produced better texts compared to individual writing (Bruffee, 1973). There are very
limited empirical studies that investigate the effect of collaborative or cooperative learning in
second language classrooms, especially in writing, reading and speaking classes. Of these small
studies, most focused on using collaborative learning in writing classes, and they are covered in
detail in a separate section in this literature review. The rest of this section covers in general the
updated studies that point out the potential benefits of collaborative learning as compared to
individual learning in the areas of reading and speaking (Chang & Hsu, 2011; Karabuga & Kaya,
2013; Zoghi, Mustapha, & Maasum’s, 2010; Pattanpichet, 2011; Abuseileek & AbuAlshar,
2012).
Collaboration in reading classes. Karabuga & Kaya (2013) point out that the main
learning difficulty EFL students faced in reading sections is unknown vocabulary, which hinders
their comprehension. One of the learning strategies that could be used to increase vocabulary
acquisition is using collaborative activities (Storch, 2005). Thus, Chang & Hsu (2011), examined
the effect of collaborative reading assisted by Computed-Assisted-Language-Learning (CALL)
system on the reading comprehensive of 85 juniors at a university in Tawian. Their study aimed
to investigate if the reading comprehension of two peers who read collaboratively using CALL is
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better than individuals using the CALL system alone. The study found that there was a
significant difference between the pair group’s reading comprehension and the individual’s
reading comprehension in favor of the pair group. The participants of the study indicated that
using the collaborative annotation feature embodied in CALL had a positive influence on their
vocabulary acquisition, which explained the superiority of the pair group.
A similar study was conducted by Karabuga & Kaya (2013) to explore the effects of
collaborative strategic reading (CSR) on the reading comprehension of EFL students. However,
the focus of this study was on adult learners. Forty undergraduate students were divided into two
groups where the experimental group received a treatment (implementing CSR) and the control
group received traditional teaching methods. Using pretest and posttest, the results indicated that
the experimental group performed significantly better than the control group in the reading
comprehension test. The researchers indicated that one key explanation for this superiority is that
students who read collaboratively were more motivated to engage in conversation and
discussion, which increased their language acquisition. This explanation is supported by Long’s
(1983) interaction hypothesis, which asserts that the more the learners are engaged in meaningful
interaction and negotiation for meaning, the better they perform the target skills.
However, applying collaborative learning did not always result in an increase in reading
comprehension, and Zoghi, Mustapha, & Maasum’s (2010) study was one of the cases. Their
study aimed to investigate if the implementation of a reading instructional approach called
Modified Collaborative Strategic Reading (MCSR) would increase the reading comprehension of
42 EFL freshmen students. Based on pretest and posttest design, they found that there was no
significant difference between the experimental group and the control group, and they attributed
this lack to the level of English proficiency and students’ unfamiliarity of MCSR. In spite of this
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result, the researchers indicate that most of the students had positive attitudes toward using the
collaborative strategy in the reading class. Therefore, collaborative reading seemed to be a very
beneficial strategy that improved the reading skills of second language learners as compared to
individual reading. Although collaborative reading had limited value for low proficiency
learners, they had positive attitudes toward the implementation of collaborative learning in their
classes. Similar results had been reported in the speaking classes where collaborative speaking
improved the reading skills of second language learners.
Collaboration in speaking classes. Some researchers were interested in examining the
potential benefits of collaborative learning in improving speaking skills. Pattanpichet (2011)
conducted a study with 35 undergraduate students to explore the effects of using collaborative
learning to improve students’ speaking outcomes. Based on pretest and posttest design, the study
found that collaborative activities used in the speaking class significantly improved the students’
speaking performance as compared to individual activities. This improvement could be credited
to several reasons. First, when the learners worked frequently in groups, they became familiar
with each other. This familiarity (a) allowed the students to help each other (scaffolding) in
explaining the tasks which resulted in learning improvement (Vygotsky, 1981) and (b) decreased
the students’ anxiety and worry toward the task difficulty while increasing idea sharing which
led to more learning (Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013). Second, the researcher indicated that
group work provided the students with more opportunities to interact, negotiate, and share
opinions. According to Swain (1993), such interactions increase the fluency and accuracy of the
language since the students are exposed to comprehensible input and encouraged to produce
comprehensible output.
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With deeper investigation, Abuseileek & AbuAlshar (2012) conducted a study to explore
the effects of different cooperative learning structures on improving EFL students’ speaking
skills. The researchers applied cooperative learning structures such as jigsaw, think-pair-share,
pair solo, and partner with the experimental group, whereas they used positive interdependence
with the control group (see Table 1 for structure definitions). They found that the experimental
group performed significantly better than the control group in the speaking test. In other words,
the cooperative learning structures including jigsaw, think-pair-share, pair solo, and partner
(roles and tasks assigned) were more beneficial than positive interdependence (no roles and tasks
assigned). The reasons for this distinction were: (a) learners in the experimental group had more
opportunities to interact and negotiate than the control group; and (b) the roles and tasks for the
experimental group were assigned which encouraged students to participate equally. In addition,
the study indicated that the teams who used the pair solo structure within the experimental group
significantly outperformed the other teams who used other cooperative learning structures
including jigsaw, think-pair-share, and partner. The researchers attributed this improvement to
the amount of feedback the students received in the pair solo structure.
Table 1: Cooperative Learning Structures
Jigsaw

Think-pair-share
Pair solo

Partner

This is a cooperative group structure where a group member is assigned a
unique task. Then he/she should report to the group what he/she had learned.
Later, group members work together overall on the task.
Students are divided into cooperative groups of four. In the first step, they
worked in pairs and then worked with other pairs in the group, which had
worked on the same task.
In this condition, students work first as a group; then each student worked
with a partner, and finally individually. It helps students deal with difficult
question and tasks.
This is a three-step cooperative structure, including individual work silently
on a task, then pair up to discuss the question and exchange ideas, and finally
the team worked to share opinions and responses with the other group
members about the same task.
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Positive
interdependence

Conventional cooperative work with no roles or tasks being assigned to any
group member, which is used by the control group in the current study.

Abuseileek & AbuAlshar (2012)

The previous studies assert that implementing collaborative or cooperative learning in
second language settings is a very effective strategy and improves the different types of language
skills such as reading and speaking. Since the focus of this study was on writing skills, the
following section covers in detail the integration of collaborative learning in second language
writing classes.
Collaboration in second language writing classes
Definition. According to Daniels & Bright, (1996) “Writing is a system of more or less
permanent marks used to represent an utterance in such a way that it can be recovered exactly
without intervention of the utterer” (p. 3). In simple words, writing is defined as “a productive
learning process from the generation of ideas and gathering required data to the publication of
the finalized text” (Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013, p. 35). Based on the previous definitions,
the writing process is a complicated process, which goes through three main phases: generation
of ideas, drafting, and revising. As compared with other language skills, writing is considered the
most complex and challenging skill, especially for ESL students (Choi, 1991; Gilmore, 2009).
Due to this complexity, many researchers and studies in the field of second language have
focused on writing skills and how to improve the writing performance of ESL students via
integrating appropriate interventions. One of the main interventions that have been used since
1970 is collaborative writing (Bruffee, 1973). Collaborative writing “means the co-authoring of a
text by two or more writers” (Storch, 2013, p. 2). Co-authoring could take place during any
phase of the writing process such as generation of ideas, drafting, or revising.
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Although collaborative writing is theoretically supported, there are few empirical studies
that have explored collaborative learning in second language writing classes (Storch, 2011).
These few studies focused on different aspects. Some studies focused on the effect of the types
of writing tasks on collaborative writing, whereas other studies focused on the effects of learners
groups on collaborative writing. In addition, a few studies explored the effectiveness of
collaborative writing as compared to individual writing measured by the text written by second
language students using specific performance measurements (the current study interest). In this
section, the researcher focused on these different aspects in detail as described in recent studies.
The type of task. The factor that has received the most attention in second language
writing studies is “writing tasks” (Storch, 2011) which influence the efficiency of collaborative
writing. These writing tasks are characterized in terms of meaning-focused or language-focused.
In a meaning-based task, a learner is asked to compose a text by following written instruction,
and the most common tasks that have been used in collaborative writing studies are descriptive
compositions (defined as a task where students are asked to write a description of a place, event,
or people in clear details) and argumentative compositions (defined as a task where students are
asked to explore a topic by collecting information, assess evidence, and determine position) and
jigsaw (Storch, 2013). However, in a language-focused (form-focused) task, a learner’s attention
is directed to “pre-determined language forms while completing the task” (Storch, 2013, p. 53),
and the most used task in collaborative writing studies is dictogloss (defined by Shehadeh (2011)
as “tasks in which students reconstruct in pairs or groups a text read by the teacher as closely

as possible to the original text” p. 287). Within the language-focused task, there are grammarbased tasks which require a learner to edit or reconstruct a text that already has been written
(Storch, 2013), and the passage editing, cloze (defined as an exercise that contains a text with
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missing words, and students are asked to replace these missing words), and text reconstruction
are examples of this type of task (Nassaji & Tian (2010). To measure the effectiveness of these
different types of tasks, most of the studies compared the number and types of language-related
episodes (LREs) occuring during the dialogue. LREs were defined as “any segment of the
protocol in which a learner either correctly or incorrectly or simply solved it (again, either
correctly or incorrectly) without having explicitly identified it as a problem” (Swain & Lapkin,
1995, p. 378).
Dobao (2012) indicated that using meaning-focused tasks such as jigsaw and descriptive
and argumentative compositions in a second language context increased the acquisition of lexical
LREs more than other types of tasks. For example, Alegrı ́a de la Colina & García Mayo (2007)
conducted a study to investigate the effectiveness of jigsaw (meaning-focused), dictogloss (formfocused), and text reconstruction (grammar-focused) in generating language-related episodes
(LREs). They found that using jigsaw helped second language learners to significantly generate
more lexis-based LREs as compared to dictogloss and text reconstruction. The reason for this
significance can be attributed to the effectiveness of jigsaw for eliciting meaning negotiation and
forcing learners to focus on linguistic features. This is also true with other meaning-focused tasks
such as argumentative compositions. Wigglesworth & Storch (2009) explored these tasks on the
number and types of LREs of pair writing.
Researchers found the majority of LREs that generated by the learners were lexical
LREs. They attributed this finding to: (a) the nature of the task which forced the learners to focus
on meaning and (b) the advanced level of language proficiency of the study’s participants which
made them feel more comfortable to not focus on grammatical accuracy. Later, Storch &
Wigglesworth (2010) conducted another study, which investigated the effect of data commentary
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text (meaning-focused task) on pair talk. They found that this particular task helped the
participants generate a large number of lexical LREs as compared to form LREs and mechanics
LREs. Therefore, when the focus of second language instructors is to increase the lexical
dialogue among the second language learners which is usually the case with advanced second
language learners, they should use meaning-focused tasks such as jigsaw, text compositions, and
data commentary text because the nature of these tasks directs the attention of the students to
focus on the lexical problem of the target language.
However, when the focus is on form, Alegrı ́a de la Colina & García Mayo (2007)
indicated that text reconstruction and dictogloss (form-focused tasks) increased the acquisition of
language-based LREs as compared to meaning-focused tasks such as jigsaw. For example, Kim
& McDonough (2008) conducted a study using dictogloss tasks with 24 Korean second language
learners. The participants were divided into two groups, and each group had coupled pairs. The
pairs in group one were intermediate interlocutors who interacted with intermediate interlocutors,
whereas the pairs in group two were intermediate interlocutors who interacted with advanced
interlocutors. The results of this experiment showed that both groups who engaged in dictorgloss
tasks generated more language-based LREs than lexis-based LREs. Similar results had been
reported by Storch (2007). He investigated the effectiveness of editing tasks with ESL learners,
and he indicated that editing task (language-focused task) led learners to acquire more languagebased LREs than lexis-based LREs. The researcher attributed finding to the fact that learners’
talk during the editing task was focused on grammar more than on lexis. This is also true with
tasks such as reconstruction cloze and reconstruction editing. Nassaji & Tian (2010) investigated
the effects of language-focused tasks (reconstruction cloze and reconstruction editing) on
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learning English phrasal verbs of 26 low-intermediate adults. They found that these types of
tasks allowed second language learners to obtain a significant number of language-based LREs.
The above studies assert that each type of task used in collaborative writing draws the
attention of second language learners during the dialogue to a particular focus. When the focus of
the language learning is on form (perhaps with beginner and intermediate second language
learners), language-focused tasks such as passage editing, cloze and text reconstruction, and
dictogloss should be used. Yet, if the focus is on meaning (perhaps taking place with advanced l2
learners), meaning-focused tasks such as descriptive and argumentative compositions and jigsaw
should be used.
Learning groups in collaborative writing. In any collaborative writing activity, it is
very important to understand the best grouping strategy that increases the effectiveness and
efficiency of collaborative writing. There are two main factors that must be taken into
consideration when the instructors implement collaborative writing activities. The first factor is
learners’ second language proficiency since learners in any group work may vary in terms of
language proficiency. The second factor is the size of the collaborative writing group, which may
include many members. Studies that explored the effect of proficiency and size are very limited,
and they are discussed in the following section starting with reviewing the studies that focused
on proficiency and concluding with studies that focused on the size of the collaborative writing
group.
In terms of proficiency, Leeser (2004) conducted a main study that investigated the effect
of the level of language proficiency with 42 adult second language learners. The participants
were assigned to eight pairs of (high proficiency)-(high proficiency), four pairs of (low
proficiency)-(low proficiency), and nine pairs of (high proficiency)-(low proficiency), and they
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participated in a dictogloss or passage reconstruction task. The study analyzed learners’ talk to
determine the number of LREs, the type of LREs, and LRE resolution. Results indicated that
among the three types of pairs, the high-high pairs generated the largest number of LREs, and the
most frequent type of these LREs was grammar-focused. In addition, the high-high pairs
correctly resolved most of the LREs. However, the low-low pairs generated the least number of
LREs, and most of their LREs were lexical items. Also, they left a large number of LREs
unsolved or solved incorrectly. These findings are expected because high-high pairs had more
knowledge and skills, which allowed them to produce more LREs, and solved the majority of
them

correctly,

and

vice versa. The low-low pairs had less knowledge and skills,

which

prevented them from producing LREs and solving them correctly. What is unique in this study is
that the high-low pairs produced more LREs than low-low pairs. Although most of the
contributions were coming from the high-proficiency learners, the low learners benefited from
interacting with the high learners, which helped them extend their current linguistic development
toward higher potential development level (Vygotsky, 1978).
Kim & McDonough (2008) asserted these results by exploring the effect of language
proficiency by examining the dialogue between pairs in the same level of language proficiency
(intermediate) and pairs with different levels of language proficiency (intermediate/advanced)
while they participated in a dictogloss task. The results showed that when intermediate/advanced
learners collaborated with each other, they generated more grammatical and lexical LREs than
learners who were in the same level of proficiency (intermediate/ intermediate). In terms of
resolution of LREs, intermediate/advanced learners correctly resolved more LREs than
intermediate/intermediate learners. The researchers believed that when intermediate learners
collaborated with advanced learners, they had more opportunities to better understand the text
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and find answers to their questions, and that explained why they gained and resolved correctly
more LREs. However, the researchers reported that some intermediate participants who
collaborated with advanced participants took a passive role in collaborative writing, and that was
attributed to the learners’ perceptions that they had lees linguistic skills than advanced learners.
These studies analyzed LREs to measure the effectiveness of level proficiency, and they found
that when the low second language learners interacted with high second language learners, they
generated more LREs and solved the majority of them correctly. However, if the effectiveness of
level proficiency is measured by analyzing the text written (i.e., performance) by the learners, the
results seem to be different as the case of Watanabe & Swain’s (2007) study.
They conducted a main study which applied a different grouping strategy. They explored
the impact of proficiency differences measured by the number of LREs and posttest. The
participants were divided into pairs, and each pair had one permanent participant (intermediate)
and a changeable participant (low or advanced). That means the intermediate-proficiency
participant interacted with a low- proficiency participant in one session and an advanceproficiency participant in the other session. So, the study had four intermediate-low pairs and
four intermediate-advanced pairs. The study found that when intermediate participants interacted
with advanced participants, they generated more LREs than in the interaction with low
participants. However, in terms of posttest, intermediate participants seemed to achieve a high
score in the posttest when they worked with low-proficiency participants. The researcher
attributed this finding to the difficulties intermediate participants faced when they worked with
advanced participants. Specifically, with composition task, they had difficulties in understanding
the information coming from the advanced pairs and explaining language issues to the advanced
pairs. Hence, in the posttest, intermediate learners had less chances to remember the language
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problems discussed with the advanced pairs. In addition, feeling the pressure and intimidation
working with someone who acted as an expert negatively influenced the outcomes of the
intermediate learners and made them adopt a passive role in collaborative writing.
Based on the above studies, the level of language proficiency could affect the
performance of second language learners who engaged in collaborative writing. These studies
suggested that grouping low learners with intermediate learners or intermediate with advanced
learners is very effective in collaborative writing, especially in enriching the dialogue among the
second language learners. With the value of level of proficiency in collaborative writing,
instructors also must not forget the importance of the group size of the collaborative writing.
Dobao (2012, 2014) was very interested in exploring the effect of group size on
collaborative writing, and the optimal size that increases the effectiveness and efficiency of
collaborative writing. Dobao (2012) started with a study that compared the performance of
individuals, pairs, and small groups (four members) to investigate the effect of the number on the
writing performance and the nature of group interaction during the dialogue. The participants
were asked to complete a jigsaw task. Pairs and small groups completed the task collaboratively,
whereas the participants who worked individually completed the task alone. The texts written by
the participants were measured by accuracy, fluency, and complexity, whereas the interactions
during the dialogue were analyzed for LREs. The results showed that the small groups performed
significantly better than pairs and individuals only in terms of accuracy, and they generated more
LREs than pairs and correctly resolved a large number of LREs. One

possible

explanation

for

this finding might be that the participants in the small groups had pooled more linguistic
resources and, consequently, solved more language problems and enriched the dialogue.
However, although the small groups outperformed the pairs and individual, the researcher noted
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that some participants who worked in the pairs or the small groups adopted a passive role and
had not actively participated, especially in the oral interaction.
Similar results were reported by Dobao (2014) who conducted a study to examine the
performance and interaction of pairs and small groups during a jigsaw task. However, the focus
of this study was to examine if the number of participants would impact the learners’ attention on
form. One hundred and forty-four intermediate second language students were divided into 20
groups of four students each and 32 pairs. The students’ interactions were recorded to measure
the LREs, and their written texts were examined for accuracy. The study showed that the small
groups focused more on form-based LREs, generated more LREs and resolved a larger number
of them. The advantage in LREs led small groups to significantly produce more accurate texts
than pairs. Dobao attributed this superiority to the following reasons. First, the small groups had
more linguistic resources to be used during dialogue. Second, the small groups produced longer
LREs than pairs, which asserted the high level of engagement and negotiations that the small
groups had. This long interaction allowed second language students to be exposed

to

understandable language, which in turn enhanced second language acquisition (Long, 1983).
Third, the small groups had intensive repetition, which could be used to increase input and
corrective feedback. With all these advantages, Dobao noticed that some small group members
had limited contributions and adopted a passive role. However, as indicated in previous studies
(Leeser, 2004; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Kim & McDonough, 2008), the passive role could
exist in any group work regardless the number of learners in each group.
To sum up, the level of proficiency and group size play a major role in collaborative
writing. The previous studies have provided many insights regarding collaborative writing group.
Based on their findings, the best grouping strategy is to mix the low proficiency learners with the
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intermediate learners or the intermediate learners with advanced learners in groups of three or
four. This grouping strategy increases the chance that second language learners have more
opportunities to interact with each other and use more linguistic resources. In addition, this
grouping strategy allows the expert second language learners to assist and scaffold novice second
language learners to reach the higher language development level.
Collaborative writing vs. Individual writing. As pointed out previously, few studies of
collaborative writing focused on comparing collaborative writing with individual writing to
examine the value and merit of collaborative writing in terms of writing performance measured
by many factors such as content, organization, grammar, etc. For instance, Shehadeh (2011)
investigated the potential benefits of collaborative writing on the learners’ writing performance
at a large university in the United Arab Emerites. The study measured the writing performance
using five factors: content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics of written texts
(see appendix A). Thirty-eight (low proficiency) EFL students participated in this study, and they
were divided into a control group and an experimental group. The control group consisted of 20
students who wrote their assignments individually, whereas the experimental group consisted of
18 students (9 pairs) who wrote their assignments collaboratively. Also, individuals in the
control group received one-to-one feedback (instructor-learner), yet individuals in the
experimental group received one-to-two feedback (instructor-learners and learner-learner). After
the instruction was completed (week 16), all participants completed the posttest individually
even with the experimental group. This is different from the previous studies, which compared
the text written individually with joint text written collaboratively. The design of this study
effectively determined the impact of collaborative writing on the individuals’ writing
performance.
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The study showed that collaborative writing significantly improved the overall writing
performance of the learners in the experimental group who performed better than the learners in
the control group in the posttest. However, in terms of each factor, the effect of collaborative
writing varied. For instance, individuals engaged in collaborative writing significantly performed
better in the areas of content, organization, and vocabulary, but not in mechanics and grammar.
One possible explanation for this result was that the type of task (composition) directed the
attention of the learners to the meaning more than the grammar (Storch, 2013), so they focused
less on the grammar, which resulted in a poor score in the posttest. Another explanation might be
that the participants of this study were low proficiency, which made them unable to assist each
other in grammatical accuracy.
This explanation led Hosseinpour & Biria (2014) to conduct a similar study using similar
measurement components (content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and
mechanics), but they made some differences. The participants of this study were intermediate
proficiency, and the experimental group consisted of 7 small groups of 4 individuals instead of
pairs to see if these changes would lead to different results. The results showed that collaborative
writing significantly improved the overall writing performance of Iranian learners, and learners
who engaged in collaborative writing performed better than the individuals who did not engage
in collaborative writing in the posttest. Different from Shehadeh’s study, the experimental group
outperformed the control group in all areas except mechanics. So, the lack in the grammar area
found in Shehadeh’s study disappeared in this study because the participants were intermediately
proficient and able to solve grammatical problems. Another explanation might be that in this
study the collaborative groups consisted of four learners, which allowed them to use more
linguistic resources and enriched their interaction during the collaborative writing process.
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On the other hand, Wigglesworth & Storch (2009) used different writing measurements
to determine the effectiveness of collaborative writing as compared to individual writing. The
writing measurements were fluency, complexity, and accuracy (See Table 2). 144 ESL students
participated in this study. 96 students were grouped in 48 pairs who completed the tasks
collaboratively, whereas the other 48 students completed the tasks individually. The comparison
was between a text written by the pairs and a text written by the individuals. The study found
that pairs’ performance did not show any significant difference in terms of fluency and
complexity as compared to individuals’ performance. The reason for this lack could be attributed
to the low language proficiency of the students and the task difficulty (composition). The
participants had a limited language capacity, which prevented them from writing more content or
writing complex sentences. With this lack of knowledge, essay compositions were considered a
high-complex task, which requires more language knowledge (Storch, 2013). Despite these
negative results, the study found that text written by pairs was significantly more accurate than
text written by individuals. Pairs produced fewer errors than individuals because students in pairs
had more opportunity for discussion and negotiation, which helped them to come up with correct
sentences.
Table 2: Writing Measurements
• Average number of words per text
• Average number of T-units per text
• Average number of clauses per text
Complexity • Proportion of clauses to T-units
• Percentage of dependent clauses of total clauses
Accuracy
• Percentage of error-free T-units
• Percentage of error-free clauses
Jafari (2012) reported similar findings. He conducted a study that focused only on writing
Fluency

accuracy. He investigated the effect of collaborative writing on the writing accuracy of 60
Iranian students. The results showed that when students engaged in collaborative writing, they
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produced significantly more accurate text than when they worked individually. The researcher
pointed out that the improved accuracy seemed to be caused by the increased motivation among
the collaborative writing pairs to focus on grammatical accuracy. Also, learners in pairs had
more opportunities to engage in a multi-revision process, which increased the accuracy of the
text.
The above studies have proved that collaborative writing has a significantly positive
impact on the writing performance of second language students, especially intermediate and
advanced learners. Grouping students in small groups of three or four members will improve the
writing performance of second language students in terms of content, accuracy, organization,
grammar, complexity, and vocabulary. Second language instructors should consider limiting
individual writing in their writing classes and instead implement collaborative writing. The
instructors should also encourage their students to engage in collaborative activities and adopt an
active role during the interaction phase.
Wiki in second language writing classes
The previous discussions and explanations of collaborative writing have focused on faceto-face activities where the learners are physically present in the writing classroom and
participate in the collaborative writing projects face-to-face. However, the advent of computer
and Internet changes the way learners communicate and share information. Instead of
communicating face-to-face, learners are able to communicate and share information via the
Internet. This evolution of technology produces a new concept in the language field called online
collaborative writing. Ansarimoghaddam & Tan (2013) defined online collaborative writing as
“a pedagogical approach that is supported by computer-based applications and is facilitated
online by synchronous or asynchronous computer-mediated communication (CMC) tools” (p.
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36). Online collaborative writing allows learners to communicate, share, comment, and negotiate
with other learners from the same writing class or any other writing class locally or
internationally with no space or time limit.
Recently, in the field of second language, there has been a huge growth in

the

use

of

second generation web (Web 2.0) defined as web that “allows more interactive forms of
publishing (of textual and multimedia content), participation, and networking” (Warschauer &
Grimes, 2007, p. 2). Web 2.0 applications provide second language learners with the opportunity
to have authentic interactions, which help them practice the English language with real audiences
(Wang, Zou, Wang, & Xing, 2013). According to Storch (2013), Wiki is considered the most
used Web 2.0 application in the education context and in second language, specifically. In the
following, the implementation of Wiki in the second language writing class is covered in detail
beginning with a definition, then describing the benefits of Wiki and concluding with recent
studies that investigated the effects of Wiki on the writing performance (the focus of current
study).
Definition. According to Lin & Yang (2011), the origin of the word “Wiki” goes back to
the Hawaiian language where Wiki means “quick” to reflect the easy and quick way of creating
and editing Wiki pages by multiple users. Thus, Richardson (2010) defined Wiki as a
‘‘collaborative web space where anyone can add content and anyone can edit content that has
already been published’’ (p. 8). There are many types of Wiki sites such as PBWiki.com and
Wikispaces, which are provided to educational institutes at low cost or no cost (Storch, 2013).
Although there are minor differences between these types of Wikis (e.g. uploaded images), they
have common features that make Wikis more appropriate for use in collaborative writing
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projects. These features make Wiki different from other web 2.0 applications such as blogs and
Facebook. Some of these features are editing, history, and discussion (Li, 2013).
One of the unique features of Wiki is the editing process that is considered a very easy
process. It enables all the learners to edit the Wiki pages from any device that is connected to the
Internet without any major technical or programming expertise (Wang, 2012). The editing and
interaction between learners in Wiki is asynchronous where only one learner is allowed to edit a
specific page at a time. However, all learners have equal access to all the pages and are allowed
to edit not only the original content but also all the contributions (modified pages, linked pages,
etc.), (de Paiva Franco, 2008). In addition, the editing function allows the learners to view both
the original content and the modified one, which helps them easily make a comparison (Lin &
Yang, 2011). All the editing pages can be seen and edited by the public (e.g., Wikipedia) or can
be limited to a specific group of people (learners, teachers, etc.)
Another two unique features of Wiki are “History log” and “Discussion”. History log
serves as the archive of all contributions. All the changes and editing are saved in the history
using different colors for inserted and deleted content (Li, 2013). More specificalty, the time of
the changes and the person who makes the changes are saved. This feature allows the learners to
track the changes and who made the change to the work and allows the learners to retrieve any
revisions (Mindel & Verma, 2006). The other important feature of Wiki is “Discussion”. It is a
space, which is attached to each page of Wiki to allow the learners to write any comment,
suggestion, and revision via asynchronous posts (Li, 2013).
These features suggest that Wiki is a very effective application in enhancing online
collaborative writing because of its “intensely collaborative” nature (Godwin-Jones, 2003, p. 15).
According to Lee (2010), the ease of posting, commenting, editing, and revising Wiki content
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improves

the

discussion

process and interactive sharing of thoughts which in turn enhances

second language acquisition. Also, Wiki helps instructors to address a very critical problem in
collaborative writing, which is the passive role (Leeser, 2004; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Kim &
McDonough, 2008). Also, this issue is often called “social loafing or free riding” (Storch, 2013,
p. 124). With the “history log” feature, instructors are able to track the Wiki group projects and
determine in detail who participated, when and how much so they can fairly assess each learner’s
contribution (Storch, 2013).
With all these advantages of Wiki, there are very limited studies on the use of Wiki in
English writing classes (Storch, 2011). The majority of these studies focus on the perception of
the learners using Wiki in writing classes (Mahmud & Ching, 2013; Lin & Yang, 2011; Lee,
2010; Chao & Lo, 2011; Woo, Chu, Ho & Li, 2011; Wang, 2014; de Paiva Franco, 2008) and the
process of online collaborative writing using Wiki (Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Kwan & Yunus,
2015; Li, 2013; Nami & Marandi, 2014; Woo et al., 2011). However, what was important for this
current study is those studies which focused on the online collaborative writing products of Wiki,
and they are few (Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013; Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Liou & Lee, 2011). In
the following section, these studies have been reviewed in detail.
The effects of Wiki on the collaborative writing product. Ansarimoghaddam

&

Tan

(2013) conducted a study that compared the effects of collaborative writing via Wiki and face-toface on the students’ individual writing performance. The participants of the study were divided
into two experimental groups, each with 15 learners. Both groups were further divided into five
small groups containing three members. The researchers used a counterbalanced design to
control the order effect. Therefore, in the first round, group 1 completed the assignment via
Wiki, whereas group 2 completed the assignment via face-to-face. In the end of the first round,
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all participants individually wrote their post-test essay number 1. In the second round, the orders
of collaborative writing (Wiki and face-to-face) were reversed, and in the end of the second
round, all participants individually wrote their post-test essay number 2. These post-test essays (1
and 2) were compared to the pertest essays written individually by the participants before the
experiment started.
The results of this study showed that although collaborative writing via Wiki and faceto-face improved the learners’ individual writing performance, Wiki seemed to be more
beneficial than face-to-face. When comparing pre-test essays with post-test essays 1 and 2 of
group 1, learners performed better on their posttest essays 1 (written after going through
collaborative writing via Wiki). That means group 1 members performed better when they went
through collaborative writing via Wiki. Similar results were reported with group 2. When
comparing per-test essays with posttest essays 1 and 2 of group 2, learners performed better on
their post-test essays 2 (written after going through collaborative writing via Wiki). That means
group 2 members performed better when they went through collaborative writing via Wiki. The
researchers attributed the significance of Wiki to two reasons. The first reason as indicated by the
learners is that there were no time limitation when working via Wiki, which provided the
learners with more time to plan, negotiate, and interact with peers. The second reason is that
Wiki saved all the peers’ contributions and that helped the learners go back to these contributions
and review them anytime and anywhere.
One the other hand, Elola & Oskoz (2010) conducted a study using different research
design (compared individual essays with collaborative essays) and measurement components
(fluency, accuracy, and complexity). The study compared the essays written by 8 advanced
students of Spanish. In the first writing piece, the participants wrote the essays collaboratively
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via Wiki, whereas in the second writing piece, the participants wrote the essays individually via
Wiki. Using the measurement components (fluency, accuracy, and complexity), the study found
there were no significant differences between the essays written collaboratively and the essays
written individually. The researchers indicated that the low number of participants might cause
the non-significant results. Similar results have been reported by Liou and Lee (2011). However,
Liou and Lee (2011) found in their study that learners who wrote collaboratively via Wiki
produced significantly longer text (fluency) than learners who wrote individually. This result is
supported by the theories (Swain, 1993; Long, 1983) that pointed out that working
collaboratively with peers helps the learners write more text.
The previous studies indicated that Wiki has potential benefits in improving the writing
performance of second language learners. Moreover, these studies asserted that additional
research on the effects of Wiki on second language writing performance is imperative, especially
the study that examines the effects of Wiki-based collaborative writing on the individual
performance as compared to individual writing. Therefore, the focus of the current study is to
examine the effects of Wiki-based collaborative writing on the ESL individual’s writing
performance as compared to individual writing.
Summary
This study was intended to help ESL instructors to improve the writing performance of
ESL students in effective and efficient ways using social network sites, Wiki in particular. This
literature review started by discussing the overarching topic of collaborative learning in second
language classrooms and narrowing to the use of Wiki in ESL writing class. The first part of the
literature review covered the definition of collaborative learning, the theoretical foundation of
collaborative learning in second language, and the potential benefits collaborative learning
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achieves in the second language setting. The second part of this section explored the integration
of collaborative learning in the second language writing class by discussing the type of task used
in collaborative writing, the grouping strategy, and the comparison between collaborative writing
and individual writing. The third part of the literature review focused on the definition of Wiki
and the current studies that investigated the effects of Wiki on the collaborative writing products.
This study aimed to close the gap that previous studies have failed to address regarding the
impact of social network sites, specifically Wiki, on ESL students’ writing products.

33
CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY
While the benefits of Wiki on writing performance have been confirmed in the area of
second language (Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013; Elola & Oskoz, 2010); there are limited
studies on the effects of Wiki-based collaborative writing on writing product of ESL
(Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013). The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine
effectiveness of Wiki on the ESL individual’s writing performance compared to those with the
individual writing. A quasi-experimental study, a quantitative data collection method was
employed over 13 weeks. The collection methods contained a timed essay and a demographic
survey to answer the following research questions:
1. Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their individual overall
writing performance from the pre-essay to the post-essay?
a. Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their individual
writing performance in terms of the five measurement components (content,
organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics) from the
pre-essay to the post-essay?
2. Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’ individual
overall writing performance as compared to individual writing?
a. Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’
individual writing performance in terms of the five measurement components
as compared to individual writing?
This section of the study includes a description of the following areas: the research
design, setting, participants and samples, sampling procedure, study procedures, data collection
methods, and data analysis methods.
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Research design
Since this exploratory study used existing groups (students in their advanced writing
class), randomization was unachievable and therefore a quasi-experimental design,
nonequivalent control group design, was used. According to Cohen (2000), when randomization
is impracticable, the researcher uses a quasi-experimental method. The specific quasiexperimental design used in this study is called “comparison groups pretest and posttest design”.
The study used two groups: the experimental group (Wiki) and control group (individual
writing), and this design will answer the research questions (See Table 3).
Using this approach (quasi-experimental study) allowed the researcher to compare the
experimental group, which received the intervention (Wiki) with the control group who received
the individual writing strategy.
Table 3: Design of Quasi-Experimental Study
The quasi-experimental study
Experimental
O1
group
Control
O1
group

Wiki

O2

Individual writing
strategy

O2

The study utilized a comparison group pretest and posttest design with collaboration and
the individual writing strategy, as the independent variables and overall writing performance and
the five measurement components (content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used)
and mechanics) as dependent variables (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Overall Independent and Dependent Variables

Setting
The study was conducted in a Midwestern university which was founded in 1932 and is
located in the state of Michigan. The university provides graduate and undergraduate access to 4
colleges (Architecture and Design, Arts and Sciences, Engineering, and Management) with over
100 degree programs. As of the fall 2015 semester, over 4,500 students attend classes in over 10
academic buildings. This university was ranked by the Brookings Institution as the 5th
nationwide school for boosting graduates’ earning power. Also, it has been placed by PayScale
in the top 10 percent of universities for graduates’ salaries, and U.S. News and World Report
listed it in the top tier of best Midwestern universities (J. Wrobel, personal communication,
September 11, 2015). The distinction of the university attracts the attention of students
worldwide.
The university hosted over 1,000 international students from 44 countries as of the fall
2015 semester. The majority of the students came from countries where English is not the first
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language. For example, 56 percent of the international students are from India, and 20 percent
are from Saudi Arabia. The majority of those students had attended classes in the English
Language Institute at the university where the current study was conducted. The English
Language Institute consists of three levels (Beginning ESL, Intermediated ESL, and Advanced
ESL) and provides full/part-time classroom instruction with intensive focus on Grammar,
Reading, Listening, Conversation, and Writing Skills. The students are placed in these levels
based on their scores in the following standard English tests: TOEFL, iBT, and IELTS (see Table
4)
Table 4: ESL Levels
ESL Level
Advanced ESL
Intermediate ESL
Beginning ESL

TOEFL
500-550
451-499
450 or below

iBT
60-78
46-59
45 or below

IELTS
6
5.5
5

The participant and samples
The population of this exploratory study was ESL students who studied in a private
university in the Midwestern United States. According to this Midwestern private university,
1,321 international students have attended classes during the fall 2015 semester, and 97 percent
of those students were ESL students. The ESL students participating in this study were majoring
in different academic areas such as Architecture and Design, Arts and Sciences, Engineering, and
Management. The sampling strategy that was used in this study was a naturally occurring group;
therefore, the sample for this study was the ESL students who enrolled in the advanced writing
course at the English Language Institute in the spring 2016 semester (January-May). The
students were placed in the advanced writing course based on two criteria. The first criterion was
that the students successfully passed intermediate ESL and were placed in advanced ESL.
Therefore, they took the advanced writing course in advanced ESL. The second criterion was

37
that the students got a high score in one of the standard English tests. For example, a student
initially came to the English Language Institute with 520 on the TOEFL, so he/she was placed in
advanced ESL and took the advanced writing course.
The advanced writing course included two groups. The first group was the control group
which had 18 students, while the second group was the experimental group which had 12
students. So, the sample size of this study was 30 students. Yet, 4 students from the control
group dropped the class, and one student from the experimental group did not write the postessay while he participated in all the Wiki activities. As a result, the sample size of this study
became 25, with the control group being 14 students and the experimental group being 11
students. According to Lin (2014), English writing classes always seem to have a small number
of students.
The ages of the students in this study ranged from 18-50, and they were from five
countries: India, Saudi Arabia, China, and Iraq, and Russia. The background information of the
sample had been discussed in detail in Chapter Four. These two groups met for two hours twice a
week. One group came on Mondays and Wednesdays, and the other group came on Tuesdays
and Thursdays. The research chose one group to be the control group and the other one to be the
experimental group. This design answered all the research questions.
Sampling Procedure
The English Language Institute at the private university provided the researcher with
access to three sections of the advanced writing course in order to have enough students to
conduct the research. Since the researcher used an existing course and changing the sections or
students who enrolled in these sections was impossible, this sample was a naturally occurring
group. The researcher had contacted three instructors who taught the advanced writing course via
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emails, and they had agreed to participate in the study. In the beginning of the spring 2016
semester, the director of the English Language Institute passed out the consent form (Appendix
B) to all the students who enrolled in the advanced writing course to determine their agreement
to participate in the study. All those who accepted to participate were allowed to register in the
advanced writing sections that fitted their schedules. Therefore, 6 students registered in section
one, 8 students registered in section two, and 12 students registered in the third section. As a
result, the researcher chose section one (6 students) and two (8 students) to be the individual
writing group (control), and he chose section three (12 students) to be the Wiki writing group
(experimental). The reason for assigning two sections for the control group was to have
comparable numbers of students in each group (12 students in the experimental group and 14
students in the control group). It is worth mentioning that although section one and two (the
control group) were taught by different instructors, they used a similar strategy (individual
writing), objectives, topics, book, and activities. To preserve the confidentiality of the
participants, each student had a unique number for identification. Therefore, the participants in
the experimental group (Wiki writing) had numbers from 1.1 to 1.12, and the participants in the
control group (individual writing) had numbers from 2.1 to 2.14.
Study Procedure
Prior implementation of the study, the Institutional Review Board’s (IRB) approvals from
both universities, Wayne State University and the Midwestern Private University, had been
obtained (Appendix C). In the beginning of the semester (week 3), all participants filled out a
demographic survey (see Appendix D) which is described in detail in the data collection section.
After filling out the survey, all participants were asked to write an essay (pretest). The
participants had one hour to write the pre-essay which is also described in detail in the data
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collection section. The pre-essays were used to determine if the groups were comparable and no
differences between them existed in terms of writing performance. The pre-essays were also used
as a pretest to compare with the posttest essays written after the participants had gone through
the experiment to determine the effects of the treatment. In the second class of week 3, there was
a training session about Wiki.
This training session was provided only to the participants in the experimental group who
used Wiki in the collaborative writing. However, all the participants in the control group had a
copy of the training handout at the end of the study. The purpose for this delay was to ensure that
the participants in the control group did not use Wiki by themselves during the experiment. This
training session focused on three main points. The first point was about Wiki and Wikispaces.
The second point was how to create an account in Wikispaces. The final point was how to write,
edit, and revise the essays in Wikispaces. The researcher distributed a handout (see Appendix E)
that contained all three of these points.
Since this exploratory study was quasi-experimental, the researcher divided the
participants into two groups, with 12 students being in the experimental group and 14 students
being in the control group. The Wiki group (the experimental group) was divided into 6 smaller
subgroups companied 2 participants each. The participants in the experimental group (Wikibased writing) wrote their essays collaboratively using Wiki, whereas the participants in the
control group (individual writing) wrote their essays individually through all the writing stages:
planning, drafting, and revising.
For example, in week 6, the peers in the Wiki group were asked to complete the planning,
drafting, and revising stages of the first essay (cause and effect) online throughout the week (7
days) while the individual group was asked to complete the planning, drafting, and revising
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stages in class and at home. The peers in the Wiki group were provided with the team roles and
tasks schedule and asked to follow this schedule for all the essays (see Figure 2). This schedule
facilitated collaborative writing and helped the students organize their work. This process
continued until the completion of the final essay. All participants were to complete 3 essays
throughout the semester. At the end of week 15, all the participants individually wrote an essay
(posttests) to determine if they had performed differently from the pretest essays. The procedures
discussed above are illustrated in Table 5.
Figure 2: Team’s Roles and Tasks.
The roles and tasks of the team:
1. Write the outline (Monday):
2. Discuss the outline (Monday and Tuesday):
3. Combine the outlines (Tuesday):
4. Write two paragraphs (Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday):
5. Write the introduction, one paragraph, and conclusion (Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday):
6. Review the essays (Saturday):
7. Combine the essays (Sunday):
8. Review for the final time (Sunday):

Table 5: Procedures for Implementing the Study.
Week

3

6
8
12

Experimental group
Control group
Survey:
Student completed the demographic survey.
Pre-essay:
Students had one hour to write the pre-essay individually. The question was “In five
paragraphs, what were the three most important reasons behind your coming to
continue your education in the United States of America?”
Training session:
No training session
Students in the experimental group got a
training session regarding how to use
Wiki to write collaboratively.
Plan, draft, and revise the first essay
Plan, draft, and revise the first essay
“cause and effect” collaboratively using “cause and effect” individually in class and
Wiki.
at home.
Plan, draft, and revise the second essay Plan, draft, and revise the second essay
“comparison” collaboratively using
“comparison” individually in class and at
Wiki.
home.
Plan, draft, and revise the third essay
Plan, draft, and revise the third essay
“argument” individually in class and at
“argument” collaboratively using Wiki.
home.
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13

Post-essay:
Students had one hour to write the post-essay individually. The question was
“Among all the essay types that we have covered in the course, in five paragraphs,
which essay was the easiest to write, which was the most difficult/challenging, and
which is likely to be the most helpful in the future? Provide reasons and examples
for each answer.”

Data collection methods
Quantitative data was used in this quasi-experimental study to determine the effects of
Wiki-based collaborative writing on the ESL student’s individual writing performance. The
quantitative methods used in this exploratory study included Timed Writing Essay (TWE) and a
demographic survey, which are discussed in the following section. The data collection methods
with the research questions and data sources and analysis are illustrated in Table 6.
Timed Writing Essays. The timed writing essay is a standardized test in English
language institutes to measure the writing performance of ESL students. It is a test in which
participants are provided with a question or multiple questions and are asked to write an essay
about one of these topics within one hour. The timed writing essay (composition) used in this
study has been recommended by researchers especially for advanced ESL learners (Alegrı ́a de
la Colina & García Mayo, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009; Watanabe & Swain, 2007;
Storch, 2013). In this study, the students were provided with only one question in the pre-essay
and post-essay. The reason for determining one question was that the pre and post questions were
relevant to the students’ own experience, and students were able to answer them. The pre-essay
question was “In five paragraphs, what were the three most important reasons behind your
coming to continue your education in the United States of America?” The post-essay question
was

“In five paragraphs, what are the most important things that you plan to do after you

graduate from the university and Why?”
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In the beginning of the semester (week 3) all the participants wrote the pretest essay, and
at the end of the semester (week 13) all the participants wrote the posttest essay individually. The
rubric used to assess the essays was developed by Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel &
Hughey, (1981). The rubric measured the writing performance based on five measurement
components including content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and
mechanics (see Appendix A). Each measurement component is worth different points:
•

Content: 30 points

•

Organization: 20 points

•

Vocabulary: 20 points

•

Grammar (language use): 25 points

•

Mechanics: 5 points

To get the overall performance (100 points), the scores of all these measurement components
were added up.
According to Shehadeh (2011), the components were defined as the following:
•

Content: knowledge of subject; development of thesis; coverage of topic; relevance of
details; substance; quantity of details.

•

Organization: fluency of expression; clarity in the statement of ideas; support;
organization of ideas; sequencing and development of idea.

•

Vocabulary: range; accuracy of word/idiom choice; mastery of word forms;
appropriateness of register; effectiveness in the transmission of meaning.

•

Grammar: use of sentence structures and constructions; accuracy and correctness in the
use of agreement, number, tense, word order, articles, pronouns, prepositions, negation.
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•

Mechanics of writing: conventions of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraph
indentation, etc (p. 291-292).

The rubric had been used by many studies (Shehadeh, 2011; Ansarimoghaddam & Tan; 2013),
therefore, ensuring its validity. Since these essays were graded by three raters, the researcher
conducted inter-rater reliability (IRR) to determine the correction between the scores of all raters
to ensure the reliability of the observational rating. Hallgren (2012) stated “The intra-class
correlation (ICC) is one of the most commonly-used statistics for assessing IRR for ordinal,
interval, and ratio variables. ICCs are suitable for studies with two or more graders and may be
used when all subjects in a study are rated by multiple coders” (p. 29). Although the data of this
study were ordinal, and all participants were graded by multiple raters, ICC was used.
According to Cicchetti (1994), ICC can range from .0 to .1, and ICC values less than .40
represent poor agreement, ICC values between .40 and .59 are fair agreement, ICC values
between .60 and .74 are good agreement, and ICC values between .75 and .1 are excellent
agreement.
In this study, ICC was performed to test inter-rater reliability, and how much agreement
there was between the raters. The researcher used the overall score of all the 25 students given by
the two raters. In addition, since the researcher used the average score of the two raters in this
study, the focus of ICC was on the average measures. The result of ICC analysis shows that the
average measures of ICC of the two raters was .601, which indicated a high agreement between
the raters which in turn proved high inter-rater reliability.
Demographic Survey. The demographic survey used in this study contained seven
questions (see Appendix D) that helped in creating a profile of the participants. This profile also
helped in explaining the results and findings. It only took approximately two minutes for the
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participants to complete the survey. The questions focused on the participants’ age, gender,
nationality, major, highest level of degree, years in learning English, current English classes,
experience using social media, and the preference of writing mode. All the participants filled out
the survey in the beginning of the semester (week 3). Using the demographic survey helped the
researcher to: 1) provide more information about the participants, and 2) explain the results of
TWE.
Table 6: Research Questions, Data Sources, Collection Methods, and Data Analysis
Research Questions
Q1) Does the Wiki-based
collaborative writing group
improve their individual overall
writing performance from the preessay to the post-essay?
Q2) Does the Wiki-based
collaborative writing group
improve their individual writing
performance in terms of the five
measurement components
(content, organization, vocabulary,
grammar (language used) and
mechanics) from the pre-essay to
the post-essay?
Q3) Does the use of Wiki-based
collaborative writing promote ESL
students’ individual overall writing
performance as compared to
individual writing?
Q4) Does the use of Wiki-based
collaborative writing promote ESL
students’ individual writing
performance in terms of the five
measurement components as
compared to individual writing?

Data Sources
• Students

Collection Methods
• Timed Writing
Essay
• Demographic
survey

Analysis Method
• Wilcoxon
• Descriptive
Statistics:
frequency

• Students

• Timed Writing
Essay
• Demographic
survey

• Wilcoxon
• Descriptive
Statistics:
frequency

• Students

• Timed Writing
Essay
• Demographic
survey

• Students

• Timed Writing
Essay
• Demographic
survey

• Mann-Whitney
U
• Descriptive
Statistics:
frequency
• Mann-Whitney
U.
• Descriptive
Statistics:
frequency

Data Analysis methods
The study has four research questions: (1) Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing
group improve their individual overall writing performance from the pre-essay to the post-essay?
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(2) Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their individual writing
performance in terms of the five measurement components (content, organization, vocabulary,
grammar (language used) and mechanics) from the pre-essay to the post-essay? (3) Does the use
of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’ individual overall writing
performance as compared to individual writing? and (4) Does the use of Wiki-based
collaborative writing promote ESL students’ individual writing performance in terms of the five
measurement components as compared to individual writing? The data analysis used to answer
questions 1 and 2 was the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test while the data analysis used to answer
questions 3 and 4 was Mann-Whitney U. In addition, Descriptive statistics was used to analyze
the demographic survey. In the following, the analysis procedure, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test,
Mann-Whitney U, and Descriptive statistics are discussed in details.
Analysis procedure. After the students completed the post-essays (week 13), two raters
assessed and graded the participants’ pre and post-test essays using the writing rubric mentioned
above (See Appendix A). There were 6 dependent variables (Overall Performance, Content,
Organization, Vocabulary, Grammar, and Mechanics), and each rater assessed each participant
based on these variables. The raters are advanced writing instructors who have more than 9 years
of experience in teaching ESL students and are experts in the areas of English writing and
grammar.
Once the raters completed the grading, the average scores of each dependent variable of
the pre-test essays and post-test essay of each participant were computed. For example, the first
rater gave participant 1.1 90 in the overall performance of the pre-test essay and the second rater
gave the same participant 88; the researcher computed the average which was 89. All the scores
were entered and organized in an Excel spreadsheet. Each participant had his/her score from
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each rater and the average in the pre and post-test essay. The data was then imported into
Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) Version (23) for analysis. There were six different
comparisons between the control group and the experimental group. These comparisons were
illustrated in Table 7.
Table 7: The Comparisons between the Control Group and Experimental Group
Comparisons
1

Control Group (individual
writing)
Overall Performance

2

Content

3

Organization

4

Vocabulary

5

Grammar (language use)

6

Mechanics

The Experimental Group
(Wiki)

The data collected from the pre and post-test essays were analyzed using Wilcoxon Signed Rank
Test, Mann-Whitney U.
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test. In order to answer research questions 1 and 2 which
examined if Wiki-based collaborative writing significantly promotes the writing performance of
participants in the experimental group (within-group) in terms of overall and the five
measurement components from pre-test essay to the post-test essay, the Wilcoxon Signed Rank
Test was used for each dependent variable (Figure 1). Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test is a nonparametric statistical equivalent to dependent t-test; however it deals with rank not means. The
reason for using the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was that the data collected in this study met the
assumptions of this measure. The first assumption was that data was ordinal or at a continuous
level (0-100 points). The second assumption was that questions 1 and 2 focused on repeated
measures (the writing performance of participants within the experimental group before and after
the treatment). Also, Pallant (2011) indicated that Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test is very useful
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when the sample size is very small which was the case of the current study (11 participants in the
experimental group).
Mann-Whitney U. In order to answer research questions 3 and 4 which examined if
Wiki-based collaborative writing significantly promotes the writing performance of participants
in the experimental group as compared to the control group (i.e., between groups) in terms of
overall scores and the five measurement components from pre-test essay to the post-test essay,
Mann-Whitney U Test was used for each dependent variables (Figure 1). Mann-Whitney U is a
non-parametric test which compares median instead of mean. There are two main assumptions of
Mann-Whitney. First, all scores of both groups are independent of each other. Second, the data
are ordinal or at continuous level. Also, de Winter (2013) indicated that when the sample size is
very small, Mann-Whitney U is more conservative than a t-test. Since the data of the current
study met the assumptions of Mann-Whitney U and had small sample size (25 participants),
Mann-Whitney was used to analyze the data to answer research questions 3 and 4.
In addition, two points should be mentioned here. First, the effect size (r) was calculated
for the analysis of all research questions. Effect size is “an objective and standardized measure of
the magnitude of observed effect” (Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013, p. 40). According to Cohen

(1992), the effect size lies between 0 and 1, with .10 being small, .30 being medium, and .50
being large.

As

indicated

by

Pallant (2011), the effect size could be calculated simply by

dividing Z value by the square root of N. The value of N in Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was 22
because in each essay, there were 11 cases. However, the value of N in Mann-Whitney U was
25, with the control group being 14 and the experimental group being 11. Second, when using
Mann-Whitney U and Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test to answer the research questions; one-tailed
had been used instead of 2-tailed. The reason for this decision is that many studies
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(Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013;

Woo

et

al.,

201; Lin, 2014; Khany & Khosravian, 2014)

support Wiki-based collaborative writing against the traditional writing style (individual
writing), and the current research questions focused on determining the improvement that Wiki
would have on the writing performance of ESL learners. For that reasons one-tailed was used
instead of two-tailed. Obtaining the one-tailed p value is simply determined by dividing the 2tailed p value by 2.
Descriptive statistics. The data gathered from the demographic survey included seven
questions (see Appendix D) which focused on age, gender, major, experience in using social
network sites, nationality, time learning English, and current English classes. The data was
analyzed using descriptive statistics. Each demographic variable was analyzed using frequency
and percentage.
Summary
This study was a quasi-experimental research study using a comparison group pretest and
post-test design. It was conducted at a Midwestern university at an English Language Institute in
particular where all students were studying ESL. This certain design answered the research
questions by using two data collection methods: Time Writing Essay and demographic survey.
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test, Mann-Whitney U and, descriptive statistics (frequency) were used
to analyze the data to examine the effects of Wiki-based collaborative writing on ESL student’s
individual writing performance.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS
Introduction
The aim of this exploratory study was to determine the effect of Wiki-based collaborative
writing on ESL writing performance throughout the entire spring semester. The specific focuses
was: (1) to examine if the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improved their individual
writing performance when compared between two timed point essays (pre- and post-essays), and
(2) to examine the impact of three sessions of Wiki-based collaborative writing on the ESL
student’s individual writing performance as compared to individual writing. Quantitative data
were collected using Timed Writing Essays and demographic survey to answer the four
questions of this study:
1. Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their individual overall
writing performance from the pre-essay to the post-essay?
a. Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve their individual
writing performance in terms of the five measurement components (content,
organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics) from the
pre-essay to the post-essay?
2. Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’ individual
overall writing performance as compared to individual writing?
a. Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote ESL students’
individual writing performance in terms of the five measurement components
(content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics)
as compared to individual writing?
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The data analysis used to answer questions 1 and 2 was the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test
while the data analysis used to answer questions 3 and 4 was Mann-Whitney U. In addition,
Descriptive Statistics was used to analyze the demographic survey using frequency and
percentage. This chapter summarizes the results of this study, and they are presented in order of
the time they were collected. Therefore, there are two main sections: pre-intervention data
collection and post-intervention data collection.
Pre-intervention data collection
In the beginning of the spring 2016 semester (week 3), demographic survey and preessays were used to collect pre-intervention data. The demographic survey was used to gather
background information about the participants of the study, and frequency and percentages were
used to analyze the responses of the survey. In addition, pre-essays were used to establish the
baseline scores of the writing performance of the ESL students prior to the Wiki intervention.
These baseline scores were used to serve two purposes. The first purpose was to determine if the
groups (control and experimental) were comparable and no differences between them existed in
terms of writing performance. Also, the pre-essays were used as a pretest to compare with the
posttest essays written after the participants had gone through the experiment to determine the
effects of the treatment. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test and Mann-Whitney U were used to analyze
the pre-essays.
Demographic survey. The study was conducted with 25 students who enrolled in the
advanced writing class during the spring 2016 semester at a Midwestern university at the English
Language Institute. There were 11 students who participated in the experimental group and 14
students who participated in the control group. All participants were solely international ESL
students (students studying English abroad). In this section, tables and detailed description of the
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samples of both groups are explained. This description includes participants’ age, gender,
nationality, major, highest level of degree, years in learning English, current English classes,
experience using social media, and preference of writing mode.
Participants’ age and gender. The responses of the participants in both groups
(experimental and control) were summarized using frequency and percentages as shown in Table
8 and illustrated in Figures 3 and 4.
Table 8: Samples’ Age and Gender
Gender and Age of the participants

Gender
Male
Female
Total
Age
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
Total

Control Group
Frequency Percentage
(n)
(%)

The Experimental Group
Frequency
Percentage
(n)
(%)

13
1
14

93%
7%
100

6
5
11

55%
45%
100%

11
3
0
0
0
14

79%
21%
0%
0%
0%
100%

7
3
0
1
0
11

64%
27%
0%
9%
0%
100%

Figure 3: Percentage of Participants’ Gender
93%

100.0%
80.0%
60.0%

55%

45%

40.0%
7%

20.0%
0.0%
Male
Gender of experimental group

Female
Gender of control group
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Figure 4: Percentage of Participants’ Age
100.0%
80.0%

79%
64%

60.0%
40.0%

27%

21%

20.0%

9%

0.0%
18-24

25-34

Age of experimental group

0%

45-54
Age of control group

Table 8 shows that over half (55%) of the participants of the experimental group were
male, with 45% being female, whereas in the control group, the majority (93%) of the
participants were male, with only one participant (7%) being female. In terms of age, as is
shown in Table 8 and Figure 4, the majority (64%) of the participants’ age in the experimental
group ranged from 18 to 24 years old, whereas the age of three participants (27%) ranged from
25 to 34 years old, and one participant’s age (9%) was between 45 and 54 years old. In the
control group, the majority (79%) of the participants indicated that their ages were between 18
and 24 years old, whereas three participants (27%) indicated that their ages were between 25-34
years old. These results show that the majority of the participants in both groups were young.
However, when comparing gender, the experimental group had almost equal gender, whereas in
the control group, the males were the majority (93%).
Participants’ nationalities, major and highest level of degree. The responses of the
participants in both groups regarding their nationalities, major and highest level of degree were
summarized using frequency and percentages as shown in Table 9 and illustrated in Figures 5, 6,
and 7.
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Table 9: Samples’ Nationalities, Major and Highest Level of Degree
Nationalities, Major and Highest
Level of Degree
Nationalities
India
Saudi
China
Iraq
Russia
Total
Major
Engineering
Computer Science
Business
Art
Total
Highest Level of Degree
High school diploma
Some college but no degree
Bachelor degree
Graduate degree
Total

Control Group
Frequency Percentage
(n)
(%)

The Experimental Group
Frequency
Percentage
(n)
(%)

11
1
2
0
0
14

79%
7%
14%
0%
0%
100%

2
5
1
2
1
11

18%
45%
9%
18%
9%
100%

12
0
2
0
14

86%
0%
14%
0%
100%

5
2
2
2
11

45%
18%
18%
18%
100%

1
1
11
1
14

7%
7%
79%
7%
100%

6
0
5
0
11

55%
0%
45%
0%
100%

Figure 5: Percentage of Participants’ Nationalities
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Figure 6: Percentage of Participants’ Majors
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Figure 7: Percentage of Participants’ Highest Level of Degree
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As shown in Table 9 and Figure 5, in the experimental group, three participants (18%)
were from India, five participants (45%) were from Saudi Arabia, one participant (9%) was from
China, two participants (18%) were from Iraq, and one participant (9%) was from Russia. On the
other hand, in the control group, eleven participants (79%) of the control group indicated that
they were from India, whereas one participant (7%) indicated that she was from Saudi Arabia,
and two participants (14%) indicated that they were from China. These results show that the
majority of participants (63%) in the experimental group were from Arab countries, while the
majority of the participants (79%) in the control group were from India.
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Regarding the major, the participants reported different answers as shown in Table 10
and Figure 6. Five participants (45%) of the experimental group indicated that their majors are in
Engineering field, whereas two participants (18%) indicated their majors are in Computer
Science, two participants (18%) indicated that their majors are in Business major, and two
participants (18%) indicated that their majors are in Art. However, in the control group, twelve
participants (86%) indicated that their majors are in Engineering, while only two participants
(14%) indicated that their majors are in Business. These results show that the majority of
participants (86%) in the control group major in Engineering field, whereas the participants in
the experimental group major in different fields, with Engineering being the highest major
(45%).
In terms of highest degree, Table 9 and Figure 7 show that six participants (55%) in the
experimental group had a high schools diploma as the highest level of school which had been
completed, and the other five participants (45%) had a bachelor’s degree. However, in the
control group, one participant (7%) had a high school diploma, one participant (7%) had some
college but no a degree, whereas eleven participants (79%) had a bachelor degree, and one
participant (7%) had a master’s degree. These results indicated that the majority of the
participants (79%) in the control group were college students and received a higher degree than a
high school diploma, whereas 55% of the participants in the experimental group had only a high
school diploma and had not studied at the college level yet.
Participants’ years of learning English and Current English Classes. The responses
of the participants in both groups regarding their years of learning English and current English
classes were summarized using frequency and percentages as shown in Table 10 and illustrated
in Figures 8 and 9.
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Table 10: Samples’ Years in Learning English and Current English Classes
Years in learning English and
current English classes
Years in learning English
8-12 years
13-17 years
Total
Current English classes
None
One class
Two classes
Three classes
More than four classes
Total

Control Group
Frequency Percentage
(n)
(%)

The Experimental Group
Frequency
Percentage
(n)
(%)

6
8
14

43%
57%
100%

6
5
11

55%
45%
100%

12
1
0
1
0
14

86%
7%
0%
7%
0%
100%

4
0
5
1
1
11

36%
0%
45%
9%
9%
100%

Figure 8: Percentage of Participants’ Years in Learning English.
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As shown in Table 10 and Figure 8, six participants (55%) of the experimental group had
been learning English for 8-12 years, while five participants (45%) had been learning English for
13-17 years. On the other hand, in the control group, six participants (43%) had been learning
English for 8-12 years, whereas eight participants (57%) had been learning English for 13-17
years. The results show that the majority (57%) of the participants in the control group spent 6
years in learning English more than the majority of the participants in the experimental group.
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Figure 9: Percentage of Participants’ Current English Classes.
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When it comes to the current English classes that the participants were taking during the
spring 2016 semester, other than the advanced writing class, the participants reported different
answers as shown in Table 10 and Figure 9. Four participants (36%) in the experiential group
indicated that they were not taking any English classes; five participants (45%) indicated that
they were taking two English classes; one participant (9%) indicated that he was taking three
English classes, and one participant (9%) indicated that he was taking more than three classes.
On the other hand, in the control group, twelve participants (86%) indicated that they were not
taking any English classes; one participants (7%) indicated that he was taking one English class,
and one participant (7%) indicated that she was taking three English classes. The results show
that the majority (63%) of participants in the experimental group were taking more English
classes than the participants in the control group.
Participants’ experience with social media and the preference of writing mode. Only
the participants of the experimental group were asked about their experience in using social
media for educational purposes and their preference of writing mode; their responses were
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summarized using frequency and percentages as shown in Table 11 and illustrated in Figures 10
and 11.
Table 11: Samples’ experience with social media and preference of writing mode.
Experience with social media and
preference of writing mode
Experience with social media
None
Less than a year
One to two years
More than two years
Total
Writing Mode
alone
In group
Total

The Experimental Group
Frequency (n)

Percentage (%)

3
2
3
3
11

27%
18%
27%
27%
100%

6
5
11

55%
45%
100%

Figure 10: Percentage of Participants’ Experience with Social Media (only Experimental
Group).
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Figure 11: Percentage of Participants’ Preference of Writing Mode. (only Experimental Group).
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When it comes to experience in using social media in an educational setting, three
participants (27%) had no experience using social media for educational purposes, whereas two
participants (18%) had less than a year of experience, three participants (27%) had from one to
two years of experience, and three participants (27%) had more than two years of experience.
These results show that 44% of the participants of the experimental group had little or no
experience in using social media for educational purposes, while 56% of the participants had
considerable experience.
On the other hand, as shown in Table 12 and illustrated in Figure 11, when the
participants were asked about their preference of writing mode, 6 participants (55%) indicated
that they prefer to work alone, while 5 participants (45%) indicated that they prefer to work in
groups. The previous results represented the demographics of the participants of both groups
(experimental and control), and the following section will focus on the second pre-intervention
data collection which were pre-test essays.
Pre-essays. All participants (25) of the study were asked to write a pre-essay in the
beginning of the spring 2016 semester. The participants had one hour to answer the following
question “In five paragraphs, what were the three most important reasons behind your coming to
continue your education in the United States of America?” Two native English-speaking
instructors with more than 9 years of experience in teaching English graded the completed
essays. As shown in Table 6, the instructors had a high inter-rater reliability. Their averages
score for all dependent variables (See Figure 1 for dependent variables.) was computed. As
indicated in Chapter 3, the pre-test essays were used for two purposes. The first was to ensure
that the two groups (experimental and control) are comparable, and there is no difference
between them prior to implementing this study. The second purpose which will be explained in

60
the post-intervention data collection’s section is using the pre-essays as a pretest to compare with
the posttest essays written after the participants had gone through the experiment to determine
the effects of the treatment.
It is very important to ensure that the participants in the experimental group as well as in
the control group have similar English writing proficiency before the experiment; rather than
depending on the participants’ TOEFL, iBT, and IELTS scores which allowed them to register
for the advanced writing class, the experimental group’s pre-essays were compared with the
control group’s pre-essays. Mann-Whitney was calculated at the p= .05 level to determine if the
participants in both groups were comparable.

This section summarizes the results of this

analysis starting with overall writing performance, and then the five measurement components
(See Table 12).
Table 12: The Pre-Test Essays Analysis
Comparisons of Pretest essays
1

Control Group (individual
writing)
Overall Performance

2

Content

3

Organization

4

Vocabulary

5

Grammar (language use)
Mechanics

6

The Experimental Group
(Wiki)

Overall writing performance. Analyzing the overall writing performance of the essays
focuses on adding up all the scores of the five dependent variables (content, organization,
vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics). The writing performance of the experimental group and
the control group were compared in terms of overall performance through descriptive statistic
and Mann-Whitney U. Table 13 indicated that in terms of the overall writing performance, the
participants of the control group (N=14) had an average rank of 13.82, while the participants of
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the experimental group (N=11) had an average rank of 11.95. As shown in Table 14, the results
of Mann-Whitney U, obtained from pre-essays, indicated no statistically significant difference in
the overall writing performance between the control group and the experimental group (Z=-.630,
U=65.500, p=.529) with small effect size (r= .126).
Table 13: Descriptive Statistics of the Overall Writing Performance of Pre-Essays.

Overall writing
performance

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

Ranks
N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
13.82
11.95

Sum of Ranks
193.50
131.50

Table 14: Mann-Whitney U of the Overall Writing Performance of Pre-Essays.
Test Statisticsa
Overall writing
performance
Mann-Whitney U
65.500
Wilcoxon W
131.500
Z
-.630
Asymp. Sig. (2.529
tailed)
Exact Sig. [2*(1.536b
tailed Sig.)]
Writing performance in terms of content. Analyzing the content of the essays focuses on
“knowledge of the subject, coverage of topic; relevance of details; substance; quantity of details”
(Shehadeh, 2011, p. 291). The maximum score that the participant could get in this variable was
30 and the minimum score was 13. The writing performance of the experimental group and the
control group were compared in terms of content through descriptive statistic and Mann-Whitney
U. Table 15 indicated that in terms of content, the participants of the control group (N=14) had
an average rank of 13.68, while the participants of the experimental group (N=11) had an
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average rank of 12.14. As shown in Table 16, the results of Mann-Whitney U, obtained from preessays, indicated no significant difference in the writing performance “in terms of content”
between the control group and the experimental group (Z=-.522, U=67.500, p=.602) with small
effect size (r= .1044).
Table 15: Descriptive Statistics of Writing Performance of Pre-Essays (Content)
Ranks
Group
Writing performance Control
in terms of content
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
13.68
12.14

Sum of Ranks
191.50
133.50

Table 16: Mann-Whitney U of the Performance of Pre-Essays (Content)
Test Statisticsa
Writing
performance in
terms of content
Mann-Whitney U
67.500
Wilcoxon W
133.500
Z
-.522
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .602
Exact Sig. [2*(1.609b
tailed Sig.)]
Writing performance in terms of organization. Analyzing the organization of the essays
focuses on “fluency of expression; clarity in the statement of ideas; support; organization of
ideas; sequencing and development of idea” (Shehadeh, 2011, p. 291). The maximum score that
the participant could gain in this variable was 20 and the minimum score was 7. The writing
performance of the experimental group and the control group were compared in term of content
through Descriptive Statistics and Mann-Whitney U. Table 17 indicated that in terms of
organization, the participants of the control group (N=14) had an average rank of 11.93, while

63
the participants of the experimental group (N=11) had an average rank of 14.36. As shown in
Table 18, the results of Mann-Whitney U, obtained from pre-essays, indicated no significant
difference in the writing performance “in terms of organization” between the control group and
the experimental group (Z=-.-.826, U=62.000, p=.409) with small effect size (r= .165).
Table 17: Descriptive Statistics of Writing Performance of Pre-Essays (Organization)
Ranks
Writing
performance in
terms of
organization

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11

Mean Rank
11.93
14.36

Sum of Ranks
167.00
158.00

25

Table 18: Mann-Whitney U of the Performance of Pre-Essays (Organization)
Test Statisticsa

Mann-Whitney U
Wilcoxon W
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2tailed)
Exact Sig. [2*(1tailed Sig.)]

Writing performance in
terms of organization
62.000
167.000
-.826
.409
.434b

Writing performance in terms of vocabulary. Analyzing the vocabulary of the essays
focuses on “range; accuracy of word/idiom choice; mastery of word forms; appropriateness of
register; effectiveness in the transmission of meaning” (Shehadeh, 2011, p. 291). The maximum
score that the participant could receive in this variable was 20 and the minimum score was 7. The
writing performance of the experimental group and the control group were compared in terms of
vocabulary through descriptive statistic and Mann-Whitney U. Table 19 indicated that in terms
of vocabulary, the participants of the control group (N=14) had an average rank of 15.86, while

64
the participants of the experimental group (N=11) had an average rank of 9.36. As shown in
Table 20, the results of Mann-Whitney U, obtained from pre-essays, indicated a significant
difference in the writing performance “in terms of vocabulary” between the control group and
the experimental group in favor of the control group (Z=-2.203, U=37.000, p=.028) with medium
effect size (r= .441).
Table 19: Descriptive Statistics of Writing Performance of Pre-Essays (Vocabulary)
Ranks
Writing
performance in
terms of
vocabulary

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11

Mean Rank
15.86
9.36

Sum of Ranks
222.00
103.00

25

Table 20: Mann-Whitney U of the Performance of Pre-Essays (Vocabulary)
Test Statisticsa

Mann-Whitney U
Wilcoxon W
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2tailed)
Exact Sig. [2*(1tailed Sig.)]

Writing performance in
terms of vocabulary
37.000
103.000
-2.203
.028
.029b

Writing performance in terms of grammar. Analyzing the grammar of the essays
focuses on “use of sentence structures and constructions; accuracy and correctness in the use of
agreement, number, tense, word order, articles, pronouns, prepositions, negation” (Shehadeh,
2011, p. 292). The maximum score that the participant could get in this variable was 25 and the
minimum score was 5. The writing performance of the experimental group and the control group
were compared in terms of grammar through descriptive statistic and Mann-Whitney U. Table 21
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indicated that in terms of grammar, the participants of the control group (N=14) had an average
rank of 14.18, while the participants of the experimental group (N=11) had an average rank of
11.50. As shown in Table 21, the results of Mann-Whitney U, obtained from pre-essays,
indicated no significant difference in the writing performance “in terms of grammar” between
the control group and the experimental group (Z=-.908, U=60.500, p=.364) with small effect size
(r= .181).
Table 21: Descriptive Statistics of Writing Performance of Pre-Essays (Grammar)
Ranks
Group
Writing
Control
performance in
Experimental
terms of grammar Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
14.18
11.50

Sum of Ranks
198.50
126.50

Table 22: Mann-Whitney U of the Performance of Pre-Essays (Grammar)
Test Statisticsa

Mann-Whitney U
Wilcoxon W
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2tailed)
Exact Sig. [2*(1tailed Sig.)]

Writing performance
in terms of grammar
60.500
126.500
-.908
.364
.373b

Writing performance in terms of mechanics. Analyzing the mechanics of the essays
focuses on “conventions of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraph indentation, etc.”
(Shehadeh, 2011, p. 292). The maximum score that the participant could obtain in this variable
was 5 and the minimum score was 2. The writing performance of the experimental group and the
control group were compared in terms of mechanics through descriptive statistic and Mann-
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Whitney U. Table 23 indicated that in terms of organization, the participants of the control group
(N=14) had an average rank of 15.21, while the participants of the experimental group (N=11)
had an average rank of 10.18. As shown in Table 24, the results of Mann-Whitney U, obtained
from pre-essays, indicated no significant difference in the writing performance “in terms of
mechanics” between the control group and the experimental group (Z=-1.821, U=46.000,
p=.069.) with medium effect size (r= .364).
Table 23: Descriptive Statistics of Writing Performance of Pre-Essays (Mechanics)
Ranks
Group
Writing performance in Control
terms of mechanics
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
15.21
10.18

Sum of Ranks
213.00
112.00

Table 24: Mann-Whitney U of the Performance of Pre-Essays (Mechanics)
Test Statisticsa
Writing performance in
terms of mechanics
Mann-Whitney U
46.000
Wilcoxon W
112.000
Z
-1.821
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .069
Exact Sig. [2*(1.095b
tailed Sig.)]
Summary of pre-essay results. Mann-Whitney U test was calculated to analyze the preessays written by the participants of both groups (the control and experimental group) in terms of
the six dependent variables (overall, content, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and
mechanics). The results indicated that there was no significant difference between the
participants’ pre-essays of the control group and the experimental group in five dependent
variables (overall, content, organization, grammar, and mechanics). However, in terms of
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vocabulary, the results indicated a significant difference in the writing performance between the
control group and the experimental group in favor of the control group. In addition, the mean
rank of the control group seems to be higher in five dependent variables (overall, content,
vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics) than the mean rank of the experimental group.
This superiority could be attributed to the level of the students in both groups. Although
all participants were considered advanced ESL students, the levels of the English Language
Institute, where the study was conducted, are only three (Beginning ESL, Intermediate ESL, and
Advanced ESL), whereas the levels of the majority of English institutes in the USA range from 6
to 12 levels, with advanced levels being three or two levels. For instance, ELS Educational
Services is considered one of the largest ESL institutes around the USA, and they indicated in
their website that they have more than 12 ESL levels, with advanced ESL being three levels
(ELS, 2016). (See Figure 11.) For that reason, the participants of this study could include three
advanced levels (low, medium, and high), which may have caused the superiority of the control
group. Also, as shown in the demographic results, the majority (57%) of the control group had
been learning English for 13-17 years, while the majority (55%) of the experimental group had
been learning English for 8-12 years. These years of learning English could have affected the
performance between the groups.
The previous section explained the pre-intervention data collections: demographic
survey and pre-essays, and the next section will discuss the post-intervention data collection
which is post-essays.
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Figure 12: ESL’s English Levels

Post-intervention data collection
In the end of the spring semester 2016 (week 13), all participants (25) in both groups
were asked to write post-essays which were used to collect post-intervention data. They had one
hour to answer the following question “In five paragraphs, what are the most important things
that you plan to do after you graduate from the university? and Why?” Two native Englishspeaking instructors graded the essays and the average scores for all dependent variables (See
Figure 1 for dependent variables) were computed. In this section, the results are represented in
the order of the two main research questions of this study, and each main question has one subquestion.
Research Question 1: Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improve
their individual overall writing performance from the pre-essay to the post-essay? This first
research question focused on the overall writing performance of the participants in the
experimental group (Wiki group) while the sub-question of this main question focused on the
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other five dependent variables (content, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics). In
this part, the results that answered the main question are discussed and explained. The
Quantitative data was used to examine if the wiki-based collaborative writing group improved
their individual overall writing performance from the pre-essays to the post-essays. This question
focused only on the writing performance of the participants within the experimental group. Since
the study investigated the Wiki-based collaborative writing, and the control group did not write
or engage in any Wiki activities, analyzing the writing performance of the participants of the
control group alone was not obligatory.
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was used to compare the differences between the overall
writing performance of the participants in only the experimental group (within-group). It
analyzed the data from the pre and post-essays and determined if the overall writing performance
of the participants improved significantly from pre- to post-essays. What overall writing
performance means is the participants’ writing performance in all the five dependent variables
(content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics) added together.
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test provided four pieces of useful information: the mean rank, Z score,
and Asymp.Sig (2-tailed and 1-tailed) which is the p-value.
As shown in Table 25, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test indicated that in terms
of the overall writing performance, there were six Negative Ranks and six Positive Ranks from
the pre-essay to the post-essay. That means there were five participants who had a lower score in
the post-essay than in the per-essay and six participants who had a higher score in the post-essay
than in the pre-essay. However, although the number of participants who scored better in the
post-essay was greater, with mean ranks (6.83), this difference was not statistically significant
(Z= -.712, p= .238) with small effect size (r=.214).
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Table 25: Results of Wilcoxon Test on the Experimental Group Pre and Post-Essay (Overall)

N
Post_Overall - Negative Ranks 5a
Pre_Overall
Positive Ranks 6b
Ties
0c
Total

Sum of Z
Asymp. Sig. Asymp. Sig.
Mean Rank Ranks
(2-tailed)
(1-tailed)
.238
5.00
25.00 -.712 .476
6.83

41.00

11

Research Question 2 (sub-question): Does the Wiki-based collaborative writing
group improve their individual writing performance in terms of the five measurement
components (content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics)
from the pre-essay to the post-essay? This is the sub-question of the the first research question.
It focused on the writing performance of the participants in the experimental group in terms of
each of the five dependent variables (content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language
used) and mechanics) and quantitative data was used to examine these variables. Wilcoxon
Signed Rank Test was used to compare the differences between the writing performance of the
participants in the experimental group (within group) in each of these five variables, and it
provided four useful pieces of information: the mean ranks, Z score, and Asymp.Sig (2-tailed
and 2-tailed) which is the p-value. The results are presented in light of the five dependent
variables.
Content. As shown in Table 26, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test indicated that
in terms of the content, there were five Negative Ranks and six Positive Ranks from the preessay to the post-essay. That means there were five participants who had a lower score in the
post-essay than in the per-essay, and six participants who had a higher score in the post-essay
than in the pre-essay. However, although the number of participants who scored better in the
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post-essay was greater, with mean ranks (6.33), this difference was not statistically significant
(Z= -446, p= .328) with small effect size (r=.095).
Table 26: Results of Wilcoxon Test on the Experimental Group Pre and Post-Essay (Content)
Sum of Z
Asymp. Sig. Asymp. Sig.
Mean Rank Ranks
(2-tailed)
(1-tailed)
.328
5.60
28.00 -.446 .656

N
Post_Content - Negative Ranks 5a
Pre_ Content Positive Ranks 6b
Ties
0c
Total

6.33

38.00

11

Organization. As shown in Table 27, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test indicated
that in terms of the organization, there were eight Negative Ranks and three Positive Ranks from
the pre-essay to the post-essay. That means there were eight participants who had a lower score
in the post-essay than in the per-essay and three participants who had a higher scored in the postessay than in the pre-essay. However, although the number of participants who scores worse in
the post-essay was greater, with mean ranks (5.94), this difference was not statistically
significant (Z= -1.295, p= .097) with small effect size (r=.276).
Table 27: Results of Wilcoxon Test on the Experimental Group Pre and Post-Essay
(Organization)
Mean
N Rank
Post_ organization Negative Ranks 8a 5.94
Pre_ organization Positive Ranks 3b 6.17
Ties
0c
Total

Sum of Z
Ranks
-1.295
47.50

Asymp. Sig. Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed)
(1-tailed)
.195
.097

18.50

1
1

Vocabulary. As shown in Table 28, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test indicated
that in terms of vocabulary, there were three Negative Ranks and eight Positive Ranks from the
pre-essay to the post-essay. That means there were three participants who had a lower score in
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the post-essay than in the per-essay and eight participants who had a higher score in the postessay than in the pre-essay. However, although the number of participants who scored better in
the post-essay was greater, with mean ranks (6.06), this difference was not statistically
significant (Z= -1.384, p= .083) with small effect size (r=.295).
Table 28: Results of Wilcoxon Test on the Experimental Group Pre and Post-Essay (Vocabulary)

N
Post_vocabular- Negative Ranks 3a
Pre_vocabulary Positive Ranks 8b
Ties
0c
Total

Mean
Rank
5.83

Sum of Z
Ranks
-1.384
17.50

6.06

48.50

Asymp. Sig. Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed)
(1-tailed)
.166
.083

11

Grammar. As shown in Table 29, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test indicated
that in terms of grammar, there were four Negative Ranks, six Positive Ranks, and one ties from
the pre-essay to the post-essay. That means there were four participants who had a lower score in
the post-essay than in the per-essay, six participants who had a higher scored in the post-essay
than in the pre-essay, and one participant who had the same score in both essays. However,
although the number of participants who scores better in the post-essay was greater, with mean
ranks (5.50), this difference was not statistically significant (Z= -.568, p= .285) with small effect
size (r=.121).
Table 29: Results of Wilcoxon Test on the Experimental Group Pre and Post-Essay (Grammar)

N
Post_grammar - Negative Ranks 4a
Pre_ grammar
Positive Ranks 6b
Ties
1c
Total

11

Mean
Rank
5.50

Sum of Z
Ranks
-.568
22.00

5.50

33.00

Asymp. Sig. Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed)
(1-tailed)
.570
.285
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Mechanics. As shown in Table 30, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test indicated
that in terms of mechanics, there was one Negative Rank, seven Positive Ranks, and three ties
from the pre-essay to the post-essay. That means there was one participant who had a lower
score in the post-essay than in the per-essay, seven participants who had a higher score in the
post-essay than in the pre-essay, and three participants who had the same scores in both essays.
The test indicated that this was statistical significance from the pre-essay to the post-essay (Z= 2.226, p= .013) with a high effect size (r= .671). In other words, participants in the experimental
group wrote statistically better in the post-essay than in pre-essay in terms of mechanics.
Table 30: Results of Wilcoxon Test on the Experimental Group Pre and Post-Essay (Mechanics)

N
Post_mechanics- Negative Ranks 1a
Pre_ mechanics Positive Ranks 7b
Ties
3c
Total

Mean
Rank
2.50

Sum of Z
Ranks
-2.226
2.50

4.79

33.50

Asymp. Sig. Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed)
(1-tailed)
.026
.013

11

Summary of the results. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was used to determine if the
experimental group improved their writing performance in terms of overall performance,
content, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics from the pre-essays to the postessays. Although the results of mean rank show that the participants had higher scores in the
post-essay than in the pre-essay in five dependent variables (overall, content, vocabulary,
grammar, and mechanics), the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test indicated that the
participants in the experimental group did not show any statistically significant change in any
dependent variables (overall’s p= .476, content’s p= .656, organization’s p=.195, vocabulary’s
p=.166, and grammar’s p= .570) with the exception of mechanics (p=.026). To fully understand
why the experimental group did not show any significant improvement in their writing
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performance except for mechanics, and if Wiki is the cause for this weakness, it is necessary to
compare the results of the experimental group with the results of the control group. This will be
discussed in the third and fourth questions of this study.
Research Question 3: Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative writing promote
ESL students’ individual overall writing performance as compared to individual writing?
This second research question focused on the overall writing performance of the participants in
both groups: the experimental and control groups while the sub-question of this research
question focused on the other five dependent variables (content, organization, vocabulary,
grammar, and mechanics). In this part, the results of second main question are discussed and
explained. The Quantitative Data was used to examine the effect of Wiki-based collaborative
writing on ESL students’ individual overall writing performance by comparing the performance
of the participants in the experimental group (wiki group) with the performance of the
participants in the control group (individual writing group).
Mann-Whitney U was used to compare the differences of the overall writing performance
between the participants in both groups (between-group). It analyzed the data from the pre and
post-essays of both groups and determined if there was a significant difference in the overall
writing performance between the groups. Mann-Whitney U provided four useful pieces of
information: the mean rank, U, Z score, and Asymp.Sig (2-tailed and 1-tailed), which is the pvalue.
The writing performance of the experimental group and the control group were compared
in terms of overall performance through Descriptive Statistics and Mann-Whitney U. Table 31
indicates that the gains in the overall writing performance scores were larger for the experimental
group (mean rank= 14.09) than for the control group (mean rank= 12.14). However, as shown in
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Table 32, the results of Mann-Whitney U indicated that in terms of the overall writing
performance, there was no statistically significant difference between the participants in the
experimental group and the participants in the control group (U=65.000, Z= -.658, p= -.255) with
small effect size (r= .131).
Table 31: Descriptive Statistics of the Overall Writing Performance between the Groups.
Ranks
Overall

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
12.14
14.09

Sum of Ranks
170.00
155.00

Table 32: Mann-Whitney U of the Overall Writing Performance between the Groups.
Test Statisticsa
Overall
Mann-Whitney U
65.000
Wilcoxon W
170.000
Z
-.658
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .511
Asymp. Sig. (1-tailed) .255
Research Question 4 (sub-question): Does the use of Wiki-based collaborative
writing promote ESL students’ individual writing performance in terms of the five
measurement components (content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used)
and mechanics) as compared to individual writing? This is the sub-question of the second
research question. It focused on the writing performance of the participants in both group: the
experimental group and the control group in terms of each of the five dependent variables
(content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used) and mechanics) and Quantitative
Data was used to examine these variables. Mann-Whitney U was used to compare the differences
of the writing performance between the participants in both groups (between-group) in terms of
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the five measurement components from the pre-essays to the post-essays, and it provided four
useful pieces of information: the mean rank, U, Z score, and Asymp.Sig (2-tailed and 1-tailed)
which is the p-value. The results are presented in the light of the five dependent variables.
Content. The writing performance of the experimental group and the control group were
compared in terms of content through descriptive statistic and Mann-Whitney U. Table 33
indicated that the gains in the writing performance scores were greater for the control group
(mean rank= 13.29) than for the experimental group (mean rank= 12.64). However, as shown in
Table 34, the results of Mann-Whitney U indicated that in terms of the content, there was no
statistically significant difference between the participants in the experimental group and the
participants in the control group (U=73.00, Z= -.220, p= -.413) with small effect size (r= .044).
Table 33: Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Content).
Ranks
Content

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
13.29
12.64

Sum of Ranks
186.00
139.00

Table 34: Mann-Whitney U of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Content).
Test Statisticsa
Content
Mann-Whitney U
Wilcoxon W
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
Asymp. Sig. (1-tailed)

73.000
139.000
-.220
.826
.413

Organization. The writing performance of the experimental group and the control group
were compared in terms of organization through Descriptive Statistics and Mann-Whitney U.
Table 35 indicated that the gains in the writing performance scores were larger for the control
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group (mean rank= 14.79) than for the experimental group (mean rank= 10.73). However, as
shown in Table 36, the results of Mann-Whitney U indicated that in terms of organization, there
was no statistically significant difference between the participants in the experimental group and
the participants in the control group (U=52.000, Z= -1.375, p= -.084) with small effect size (r=
.275).
Table 35: Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Organization).
Group
Organization Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
14.79
12.64

Sum of Ranks
207.00
118.00

Table 36: Mann-Whitney U of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Organization).
Test Statisticsa
Organization
Mann-Whitney U
52.000
Wilcoxon W
118.000
Z
-1.375
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .169
Asymp. Sig. (1-tailed) .084
Vocabulary. The writing performance of the experimental group and the control group
were compared in terms of vocabulary through Descriptive Statistics and Mann-Whitney U.
Table 37 indicated that the gains in the writing performance scores were larger for the
experimental group (mean rank= 16.45) than for the control group (mean rank= 10.29). In
addition, as shown in Table 36, the results of Mann-Whitney U indicate that in terms of
vocabulary, there was statistically significant difference between the participants in the
experimental group and the participants in the control group in favor of the experimental group
(U=39.000, Z= -2.094, p= .018) with medium effect size (r= .418).
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Table 37: Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Vocabulary).
Ranks
Vocabulary

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
10.29
16.45

Sum of Ranks
144.00
181.00

Table 38: Mann-Whitney U of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Vocabulary).
Test Statisticsa
Vocabulary
Mann-Whitney U
39.000
Wilcoxon W
144.000
Z
-2.094
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .036
Asymp. Sig. (1-tailed) .018
Grammar. The writing performance of the experimental group and the control group was
compared in terms of grammar through Descriptive Statistics and Mann-Whitney U. Table 39
indicates that the gains in the writing performance scores were larger for the experimental group
(mean rank= 15.73) than for the control group (mean rank= 10.86). In addition, as shown in
Table 36, the results of Mann-Whitney U indicate that in terms of grammar, there was a
statistically significant difference between the participants in the experimental group and the
participants in the control group in favor of the experimental group (U=47.000, Z= -1.649, p= .049) with medium effect size (r= .329).
Table 39: Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Grammar).
Ranks
Grammar

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
10.86
15.73

Sum of Ranks
152.00
173.00
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Table 40: Mann-Whitney U of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Grammar).
Test Statisticsa
Grammar
Mann-Whitney U
47.000
Wilcoxon W
152.000
Z
-1.649
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .099
Asymp. Sig. (1-tailed) .049
Mechanics. The writing performance of the experimental group and the control group
were compared in terms of mechanics through Descriptive Statistics and Mann-Whitney U.
Table 41 indicates that the gains in the writing performance scores were larger for the
experimental group (mean rank= 16.05) than for the control group (mean rank= 10.61). In
addition, as shown in Table 42, the results of Mann-Whitney U indicate that in terms of
mechanics, there was a statistically significant difference between the participants in the
experimental group and the participants in the control group in favor of the experimental group
(U=43.500, Z= -1.916, p= -.027) with medium effect size (r= .383).
Table 41: Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Mechanics).
Ranks
Mechanics

Group
Control
Experimental
Total

N
14
11
25

Mean Rank
10.61
16.05

Sum of Ranks
148.50
176.50

Table 42: Mann-Whitney U of the Writing Performance between the Groups (Mechanics).
Test Statisticsa
Mechanics
Mann-Whitney U
43.500
Wilcoxon W
148.500
Z
-1.916
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .055
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Asymp. Sig. (1-tailed) .027
Summary of the results. Mann-Whitney U was used to determine if Wiki-based
collaborative writing promotes ESL students’ individual writing performance in terms of overall
performance, content, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics as compared to
individual writing. The descriptive results indicated that the participants in the experimental
group achieved higher scores in the post-essays than the participants in the control group in four
dependent variables (overall, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics) with the exception of
content and organization.
In terms of Mann-Whitney U test, the results declared that there was a statistically
significant difference between the experimental group and the control group in three dependent
variables (vocabulary’s p=.018, and grammar’s p= .049, and mechanics’ p=.027) in favor of the
experimental group. In other words, Wiki-based collaborative writing showed a clear influence
on promoting the writing performance of the participants in the experimental group as compared
to individual writing style in these three dependent variables. At the same time, the results
indicated no statistically significant difference between the experimental group and the control
group in three dependent variables (overall p=.255, and content p= .413, and organization
p=.084).
Summary
The aim of this exploratory study was to determine the effect of Wiki-based collaborative
writing on ESL writing performance throughout the entire spring 2016 semester. The specific
focuses were: (1) to examine if the Wiki-based collaborative writing group improved their
individual writing performance as compared between two timed point essays (pre- and postessays), and (2) to examine the impact of three sessions of Wiki-based collaborative writing on
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ESL students’ individual writing performance as compared to individual writing. Quantitative
data was collected to answer the research questions of this study. The results of Wilcoxon Signed
Rank Test indicated that the participants in the experimental group did not show any statistically
significant change in any dependent variables (overall’s p= .476, content’s p= .656,
organization’s p=.195, vocabulary’s p=.166, and grammar’s p= .570) with the exception of
mechanics (p=.026) from the pre essay to the post-essay. In addition, the results of MannWhitney U test declared that there was a statistically significant difference between the
experimental group and the control group in three dependent variables (vocabulary’s p=.018, and
grammar’s p= .049, and mechanics’ p=.027) in favor of the experimental group. The results of
the demographic survey and Timed Writing Essay were reported using Descriptive Statistics,
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test, and Mann-Whitney U. The next chapter contains a discussion of
the results.
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Introduction
The main goal of this research study was to examine the effects of Wiki-based
collaborative writing on the individual writing performance of ESL students. Quantitative data
was used to investigate if the implementation of Wiki-based collaborative writing improved the
writing performance of ESL students in all six dependent variables—overall, content,
organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics—as compared to the individual writing style.
In Chapter One of this study, the challenge of international ESL students in mastering the
English language, especially in writing skills has been discussed and explained with the support
of many resources (studies, articles, and books). Chapter Two reviewed the literature of the field
using three main themes: collaboration in second language classrooms, collaboration in second
language writing classes, and Wikis in ESL writing classes. Chapter Three included a description
of the following areas: the research design, setting, participants and samples, sampling
procedure, study procedures, data collection methods, and data analysis methods. Chapter Four
which provided the results of the demographic survey and Timed Writing Essay were reported
using Descriptive Statistics, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test, and Mann-Whitney U. Chapter Five
presents the discussion of major findings, limitations, implementations, and recommendation for
future research.
Discussion of the major findings
Since each main research question of this study is very closely related to its sub-question,
the results that answered questions 1 and 2 were discussed together, and the results that answered
question 3 and 4 were discussed together.
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Question 1 and 2. As reported in Chapter Four, the results of Wilcoxon Signed Rank
Test indicated that the participants in the experimental group did not show any statistically
significant in any dependent variables (overall’s p= .476, content’s p= .656, organization’s
p=.195, vocabulary’s p=.166, and grammar’s p= .570) with the exception of mechanics (p=.026).
However, failing to find statistical significance does not make the results useless and
unimportant. Since the number of the participants in the experimental group who scored better in
the post-essay was greater than the pre-essay in all dependent variables, with the exception of
organization, the finding can be viewed as positive. Yet there could be some other reasons that
caused these findings. One major explanation why this study did not detect a significant
difference in the writing performance within the experimental group is the size of the sample
(n=11) which is considered extremely small. With this small sample, finding a statistically
significant difference within the group is very hard unless there is a large effect such as the case
of mechanics (r=

.671).

Lin (2014) conducted a similar study with a larger sample size (n=25) in

each group and found a statistically significant difference within the treatment group who used
blog (similar to Wiki) in all the dependent variables (overall performance, content, organization,
vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics). Another explanation for the lack of significance within
the experimental group is that the participants were in advanced ESL writing, and they already
had gained a large amount of writing skills before they started the advanced writing class. So the
improvement that the participants should show after going through this semester would not be a
huge improvement to reach a significant level. Reviewing Ansarimoghaddam & Tan’s (2013)
study confirmed this expiation. Ansarimoghaddam & Tan’s (2013) conducted a study with
intermediate EFL using Wiki and found that the participants in the treatment group (Wiki)
showed significant improvement in all dependent variables (overall

performance,

content,
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organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics) from the pre-essay to the post-essay. A third
explanation for the lack of significance within the experimental group is that participating in this
study was voluntary, and a couple of participants did not give enough effort to the post-essay and
turned in their post-essays to the researcher early before the one hour was over.
With all that being said, the participants in the experimental group showed improvement
in their writing performance in all the dependent variables with the exception of organization and
showed statistically significant improvement in their writing performance in terms of mechanics.
However, the researcher cannot attribute this improvement to Wiki until the results of the
experimental group are compared with those of the control group which were covered in the
questions 3 and 4.
Question 3 and 4. As reported in Chapter Four, the descriptive results indicated that the
participants in the experimental group achieved higher scores in the post-essays than the
participants in the control group in four dependent variables (overall performance, vocabulary,
grammar, and mechanics) with the exception of content and organization. In other words, Wikibased collaborative writing showed a clear influence on promoting the writing performance of
the participants in the experimental group as compared to individual writing. In addition, the
results of Mann-Whitney U test declared that there was a statistically significant difference
between the experimental group and the control group in three dependent variables (vocabulary’s
p=.018, and grammar’s p= .049, and mechanics’ p=.027) with medium effect size (vocabulary’s
r= .418, grammar’s r= .329, and mechanics’ r= .383) in favor of the experimental group. At the
same time, the results indicated no statistically significant difference between the experimental
group and the control group in three dependent variables (overall’s p=.255, and content’s p=
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.413, and organization’ p=.084). In the following, the researcher starts with the discussion of
significant results and then he explains nonsignificant results.
Significant results. Literature shows that collaborative writing in general and
collaborative writing using social media in specific improves the writing performance of EFL
(Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013; Lin, 2014; Khany & Khosravian, 2014) which is compatible
with the finding of this study. As shown in Chapter Four, the experimental group showed
statistically significant improvement in the writing performance in terms of vocabulary,
grammar, and mechanics as compared with the control group. The effects size of the significance
are medium (vocabulary’s r= .418, grammar’s r= .329, and mechanics’ r= .383) which indicated
a huge effect of the intervention (Wiki). Implementing Wiki in ESL writing class proved to be
helpful for ESL students to learn more vocabulary, write grammatically well, and avoid errors in
spelling, punctuation, and paragraphing.
In terms of vocabulary, Wiki provided the participants with opportunities to exchange
and correct words during collaborative writing which in turn improved vocabulary acquisition. In
addition, as shown in the demographic results, the participants in the experimental group had
diversity in background related to their nationalities, years in learning English, and majors which
means that each of them had different English vocabulary. So, collaborating through Wiki
allowed those students to share vocabulary and provide scaffolding to each other using their own
sources which later improved their writing performance in the post-essay. This finding is in
accordance with the studies conducted by Khany & Khosravian, (2014) and Hosseinpour & Biria
(2014) who found that collaborative activities significantly improved the vocabulary acquisition
of EFL learners.
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When it comes to the grammar, collaborating though Wiki helped the participants in the
experimental group engage in meaningful interaction and negotiation for meaning, which in turn
improved their writing performance in the post-test in terms of grammar. Singman (2013)
reported similar results and found that the engaging EFL students in collaborative activities
though Wiki enhanced their abilities to use correct English and improve their writing
performance. These results are supported by Swain’s (1985) pushed output theories. He indicated
that as second language learners engage in a collaborative task, they support and assist each other
(scaffolding) in language, and those who get the support are pushed to produce and modify their
output. Furthermore, one major explanation why the experimental group outperformed the
control group in terms of grammar is that Wiki provided the participants with opportunities to
edit, comment, and revise their peers’ text without the restriction of time and place. That means
students had more time to read their peers’ text and consider feedback which in turn enriched
their contributions. Another explanation for the superiority of the Wiki group is that the
participants in the experimental group were different in terms of 1) English proficiency (as
indicated in Chapter Four in pre-essay analysis) with participants being in low, medium, or high
advanced ESL and 2) in current English classes, with the majority (45%) of the participants
having two English classes other than the advanced writing one. This diversity allowed the
participants to scaffold each other through the collaborative activities taking place in Wiki, and
extend low advanced ESL students’ current cognitive and linguistic development toward a higher
potential development level. This process is called Zone of Proximal Development which was
coined by Vygotsky.
In terms of mechanics, Wiki-based collaborative writing significantly improved the
writing performance of the participants in the experimental group. As indicated previously, Wiki
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helped the participants engage in collaborative activities which pooled their linguistic resources
to solve mechanics problems. Kessler, Bikowski, & Boggs (2012) indicated similar results and
found that the participants who used Google Docs (similar to Wiki) in collaborative writing paid
more attention to spelling and punctuation than to grammar errors. The only explanation for such
a result is that the advanced ESL students felt very confident and comfortable to provide
suggestions and comments regarding mechanics errors or to edit these errors --spelling,
punctuation, and paragraphing-- since these changes would not affect the text itself or the
meaning of the sentences. By the time the participants in the Wiki group were exposed to many
mechanics corrections, THESE in turn helped them master skills and improved their writing
performance later in the post-essay.
Nonsignificant results. Although Wiki-based collaborative writing seemed to help the
participants in the experimental group improve their writing performance in the areas of content
and overall performance, the results of Mann-Whitney U test did not show any statistically
significant difference in these two variables between the experimental group and the control
group. Prior to the discussion of these nonsignificant results, it is worth mentioning that failing to
find statistically significant results does not mean that the results of Wiki-based collaborative
writing in these areas --content and overall-- are unimportant or negative. As indicated in the
Descriptive Statistics, the experimental group outperformed the control group in the post-essays
in these two variables --content and overall,-- which means that Wiki affected the writing
performance of the experimental group positively. In the following, the researcher discusses the
nonsignificant results in more details however, beginning with the variable organization since the
experimental group showed negative improvement as compared to the control group.
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In this study, Wiki-based collaborative writing did not improve the writing performance
of the experimental group in terms of organization, yet it seemed from the descriptive statistic
that the wiki decreased the writing performance of the experimental group as compared to the
control group. This result is surprising because many studies (Shehadeh, 2011; Hosseinpour &
Biria,

2014;

Wang, 2015) found that students who used Wiki-based collaborative writing

performed significantly better in the post-test than students who did not use Wiki. The lack of
significance in this study could be attributed to two reasons. The first reason is that in the studies
of Shehadeh and Hosseinpour

&

Biria, the experimental group (face-to-face collaborative

writing) were able to have oral conversations which helped the students negotiate and discuss
synchronously the organization of the text and the layout of the ideas. These synchronous
conversations facilitated the process of organizing the text and putting the ideas together. In the
current study these conversations were not available, and the participants in the experimental
group (Wiki) did not have access to synchronous talk. So, organizing the text and layout of the
ideas were quite difficult since the participants had to wait for a couple of hours or even one day
to get a response from their partner. The second reason for the lack of significance in the
organization variable is that the peers had to draft their essay together by dividing the essays into
parts and each partner was responsible for some of the parts. So, putting the parts back together
and making sure that they were cohesive required a lot of time with asynchronous
communication. For that reason, the participants in the experimental group failed to improve
their writing performance in the post-essay. Wang’s (2015) study asserts this explanation
because in his study each partner in the Wiki group had his/her own essay and spent as much
time as he/she wanted to organize the text and layout the ideas, and then he/she received
feedback from the other partners. This drafting process seemed to be less complicated which in
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turn significantly improved the writing performance of the Wiki group in terms of organization
in his study.
On the other hand, Wiki-based collaborative writing did not improve the writing
performance of the experimental group significantly in terms of content. This result is in
accordance with Elola & Oskoz (2010) and Caruso (2014) who did not find statistically
significant difference between the Wiki group and the individual group in terms of fluency
(content in the current study). The reason for this lack of significance as indicated by Caruso
(2014) could be attributed to the English proficiency level of the participants. He claimed that
less fluent writers might benefit from Wiki more than highly fluent writers. In other words,
engaging in Wiki-based collaborative writing activities could significantly help students in
intermediate or beginning ESL levels to write better in terms of content more than the advanced
ESL students. Caruso’s claim seems to be true because this current study as well as Elola &
Oskoz (2010), and Wigglesworth & Storch’s (2009) studies dealt with advanced learners, and
they failed to declared a statistically significant difference between the wiki group and the
individual group in terms of content (or fluency). On the other hand, when dealing with
intermediate learners, Shehadeh (2011) and Hosseinpour & Biria (2014) indicated a statistically
significant difference between the experimental group (intermediate learners) and the control
group in terms of content in favor of the experimental group. Another explanation for the lack of
significance in the content variable is that participating in this study was voluntary, and a couple
of participants did not give enough effort to the post-essay and turned in their post-essays to the
researcher early before the one hour was over, which resulted short essays.
Finally, when the two groups --the experimental and control group-- were compared
with each other in terms of the overall writing performance (adding up all the scores of the five
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dependent variables: content, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics to get the
overall score), the Descriptive Statistics indicated that the experimental group outperformed the
control group. However, the results of Mann-Whitney U indicated that in terms of the overall
writing performance, there was no statistically significant difference between the participants in
the experimental group and the participants in the control group.

There are three main

explanations for such a result. First, the sample size of this study was very small (n=25), and
finding a statistically significant difference between the two groups is very hard unless there is a
large effect. Second, as shown in the demographic analysis, the majority of the participants in the
experimental group indicated that they preferred to work alone in completing the writing
assignments, and that could give an idea about the lack of motivation of the students to work in a
group. What is interesting also is that all the participants who preferred to work alone were from
the Middle East (Saudi Arabia and Iraq). So, the motivation as well as the cultural background
could affect the results of this study. Finally, when the participants in the experimental group
were asked regarding their experience in using social media for educational purposes, 44% of the
participants had little or no experience in using social media for educational purposes. So, having
only three writing assignments in Wiki is considered not enough for them to become familiar
with this new experience. Many students contacted the researcher regarding some difficulties
they faced when using Wiki. As a result, it is believed that if the participants in the experimental
group had more Wiki assignments and activities, they could have performed significantly better
in the post-essay.
Summary. The findings of this study showed that Wiki-based collaborative writing is a
very useful strategy to be used in the field of ESL. Although this study had a small sample size
(n=25), the results of Mann-Whitney U test indicated that the experimental group (Wiki) showed
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a statistically significant improvement in three dependent variables—vocabulary, grammar, and
mechanics—and insignificant improvement in two variables—overall and content—as compared
to the control group (individual writing). These results are aligned with many studies (Khany &
Khosravian, 2014; Hosseinpour & Biria, 2014; Singman, 2013; Kessler, Bikowski, & Boggs,
2012) and collaborative theories (Swain’s pushed output theories and Vygotsky’s sociocultural
theory).
Rationale and Significance of the Study
The rationale for this study arose from the desire of the researcher to determine
the best intervention to solve the lack of English writing performance of ESL students who faced
a writing difficulty before and after they entered academic life in the USA (Al-Murshidi, 2014).
Literature has shown that there is a gap in studying the impact of social network sites,
specifically the use of Wiki, on ESL students’ writing products. The significance of this study
was to examine the effects of using a Wiki as a tool for collaborative writing on ESL students’
individual writing performance in order to increase writing performance efficiently (short-time)
and effectively. Although this study was conducted with ESL students in one English Language
Institute, it could possibly help the other 819,644 students who study English in the USA (Ruiz,
2014, 2013) and provide English Language Institutes with a practical solution for this existing
problem. In addition, the researcher was hoping to provide the collaboration and linguistics fields
with insights about ESL students’ writing performance and collaborative learning.
Limitations
In this study, there were some limitations that need to be acknowledged. These
limitations are related to the research design and selection of social media. They will be
discussed in detail in the following section.
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Research design. The first limitation related to the research design is the sample size of
the study. Twenty-five participants is considered a small sample size in a study of two groups.
According to G*power, the typical number of participants in two group using t-test and effect
size (.08) is 64 participants with 32 participants in each group. Although the sample was
representative of the target population, generalizing the findings to larger populations of ESL, is
not possible. The results might be different if conducted in different English language institutes.
The second limitation is that all groups were taught by different instructors. Although the
instructors in both groups used similar objectives, subjects, book, and activities, each instructor
had her own way of teaching and solving students’ language problems. These differences
between the instructors could impact the results of this study. Another limitation is the English
proficiency of the participants. As indicated previously, because the English Language Institute,
where the study was conducted, has only three levels of ESL (beginning, intermediate, and
advanced), the participants in the advanced level seemed to differ in the writing skills, with some
students being low, some being intermediate, and some being high. This difference made the
groups unequal in writing performance which in turn affected the results of this study. The final
limitation is that the sample of this study was a naturally occurring sample where there was no
control over the differences in terms of demographics of the participants in both groups. These
differences could affect the results of this study. For example, as indicated in the demographic
analysis, the majority (63%) of the participants in the experimental group had more than two
English classes, whereas the majority (86%) of the participants in the control group had no
English class other than the advanced writing class. These English classes that the participants in
the experimental group had taken could affect their writing performance positively which would
result in significant improvement when compared with the control group.
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The selection of social media. One main limitation that related to the selection of social
media is that Wikispace does not allow students to edit and update the pages simultaneously.
This made some participants wait for their partner to finish their work to be able to edit the page.
Also, many participants in the experimental group expressed their need to have real-time
communication with their partner, and unfortunately Wikispace does not have this feature.
Instant communication is very important in online collaborative writing because students need to
get immediate feedback from their partner, especially when they are planning and brainstorming.
Implications for Instructional Design and Technology
This study aimed to determine the effect of Wiki-based collaborative writing on ESL
writing performance. The current study showed that ESL students improved their writing
performance after engaging in Wiki-based collaborative writing activities. These results suggest
that instructors in ESL field should consider implementing collaborative writing activities using
social media such as Wiki into their curriculum because such activities provide ESL students
with opportunities to expand their linguistic development via engaging in meaningful interaction.
In addition, ESL instructors must take into consideration the time over which the collaborative
writing should take place. In ESL classes, students always have a diversity of background such
as (age, nationality, years in learning English, and experience in using social media), and that is
not the case of EFL where students have similar background. Therefore, when implementing
collaborative writing using social media in ESL classes, the students should have enough time to
become familiar with this new strategy so they can receive its full benefits. Moreover, Wikibased collaborative writing activities should go hand-by-hand with face-to-face activities. As
mentioned

by

Raitman, Augar, & Zhou (2005), students need to communicate in person before

they go on Wiki and start to collaborate.
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In addition, this study impacts the Instructional Design and Technology field in three
points. First, online collaborative learning via social media seems to be more beneficial for
learners with different backgrounds and proficiencies than learners with similar backgrounds and
proficiencies, and that confirms Vygotsky’s

(1978)

ZPD.

So, when designing online

collaborative learning via social media, learners with different skills, knowledge, and expertise
should be grouped together to increase the scaffolding among the learners which leads to more
knowledge and skill development. Second, incorporating social media, Wiki in particular, into a
curriculum or instruction should include online or face-to-face synchronous
Online or face-to-face synchronous

communication.

communication seem to be very important for learners to

facilitate the collaborative learning (Stoddart, Chan, & Liu, 2016; Zorko, 2009) and maximize
the benefits of the use of social media in collaborative learning. Finally, this study asserts the
importance of motivation and experience of using social media for educational purposes.
Instructional designers and practitioners must take into consideration the level of motivation and
experience of the learners when integrating social media into a curriculum or instruction.
Although some learners may have experience or are excited in using social media, this
experience and excitement could be different when using social media for educational purposes.
Therefore, instructional designers and practitioners need to increase the motivation of leaners
and give them some experience of using social media in educational settings before implement
them in a classroom.
Recommendations
This study used a quantitative research design which focused on the writing performance
of ESL students. When analyzing the results, many recommendations arose for future research.
First, this study relied on only quantitative data collected from the Timed Writing Essays and
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Demographics survey. For future studies, a mixed methodology, quantitative and qualitative, will
be very useful and provide a rich and complete picture regarding the effect of Wiki on ESL
writing performance. The qualitative data could focus on two aspects: perception of the
participants and the writing process of Wiki. Exploring the perception of the participants will
provide insights regarding their attitudes toward collaborative writing though Wiki which will
help in explaining quantitative data. In addition, examining the process of Wiki-based
collaborative writing activities will provide insights regarding what is happening inside Wiki
(learners’ interaction and contributions), and how that can affect the writing performance of the
participants.
Second, when working with ESL students, finding a large sample size could be a hard.
When ESL students study English abroad, they attend English classes in English language
institutes. So, these institutes usually have small numbers of ESL students, and it is hard to find a
large sample size to conduct a study. Therefore, for future studies about ESL students, I suggest
working with multiple English institutes or conducting the study for two semesters, with each
semester being one group.
Third, in this study, the collaborative activities were limited to three activities during the
entire semester which were not enough to show significant benefits. As mentioned previously,
when working with ESL students, it is important to take into consideration that they are coming
from different cultures with a diversity of backgrounds. So, the more collaborative activities
through social media they have, the more they benefit from them. The suggestion is to have at
least 7 collaborative activities during the entire semester (15 weeks).
Fourth, it seemed that having one training session regarding the Wiki-based collaborative
writing strategy was not enough because the participants in the experimental group expressed
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many issues about the collaborative writing process and Wikispace. Also, assuming that the
instructor should be familiar with collaborative writing though social media was not correct.
Therefore, for future studies, both instructors and participants should take more than one training
session, with handouts about the entire process being available 24/7.
Fifth, although Wikispace implemented in this study proved to be useful and beneficial
for advanced ESL writing performance, the absence of synchronous communication and the rule
of single access at a time were considered disadvantages of Wikispaces. Synchronous
communication seemed to be very important for the students who communicate outside the
classroom. Also, allowing multiple students to edit pages at the same time was very important.
As a result, future researchers should take these points into account and solve them by using
different social media such as Google Drive which provides students with chat bar and allows
multiple students to edit any page at the same time.
Finally, as shown in the discussion section, there were many factors that could affect the
implementation of Wiki into ESL writing classes such as participants’ nationalities, years of
learning English, and writing mode preference. Therefore, for future researchers studying these
factors more deeply could provide the ESL field with valuable insights that could help language
practitioners incorporate social media into collaborative learning sufficiently and effectively.

Conclusion
Using social media in educational sittings, especially in the ESL area has grown very fast,
and many English language instructors try to integrate social media within their curricula. This
study answered the four research questions that focused on the effects of wiki-based
collaborative writing on ESL student’s individual writing performance. The

findings

of

this

study showed that Wiki-based collaborative writing was a very useful strategy in the field of
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ESL. Although this study had small sample size (n=25), the results of Mann-Whitney U test
indicated that the experimental group (Wiki) showed a statistically significant improvement in
three

dependent

variables—vocabulary,

grammar,

and

mechanics—and

insignificant

improvement in two variables—overall and content—as compared to the control group
(individual writing). These results are aligned with many studies (Khany & Khosravian, 2014;
Hosseinpour

&

Biria,

2014;

Singman, 2013; Kessler, Bikowski, & Boggs, 2012) and

collaborative theories (Swain’s pushed output theories and Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory).
The findings of this study provide insights to ESL and Instructional Technology fields.
Incorporating Wiki-based collaborative writing into ESL writing classes will improve the
performance of the students in different areas. Writing collaboratively through Wiki seems to be
valuable and beneficial in: 1) improving writing accuracy of ESL students, 2) increasing the
vocabulary acquisition, 3) decreasing mechanics errors, and 4) promoting overall writing
performance.
ESL instructors should integrate collaborative writing though social media into their
curricula cautiously. As shown in this study, there are many factors that could affect the use of
social media in collaborative activities. While Wiki-based collaborative writing proves to be
useful,

incorporating it without caution could harm the learning process. I hope that this study

will help future researchers as well as ESL instructors in better investigating and incorporating
social media in collaborative writing.
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APPENDIX A
ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs, et al. 1981)
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APPENDIX B
Research Informed Consent
The Effects of Wiki-based Collaborative writing on The ESL Student’s Individual Writing
Performance
Principal Investigator (PI):

ANAS ALSHALAN
Instructional Technology
3133759428]

Purpose
You are being asked to be in a research study that will explore the effects of Wiki on the writing
performance because you are a student in the advance writing class in the English Language
Institute at Lawrence Technological University. This study is being conducted at Lawrence
Technological University. The estimated number of study participants to be enrolled at
Lawrence Technological University is about 40 students.
Please read this form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the
study.
The purpose of this study is to determine if the use of Wiki will improve the writing performance
of ESL students. By engaging in collaborative writing through Wiki, it is the intent of this study
to be able to examine the effects of Wiki on the overall writing performance and the five
measurement writing components (content, organization, vocabulary, grammar (language used),
and mechanics) as compared to the individual writing as well as the traditional face-to-face
collaborative writing.
Study Procedures
If you agree to take part in this research study, you will be asked to provide consent to; 1) to
complete demographic survey to collect background information about the participants, 2) to
complete pre-test essay individually, 3) to complete four writing essays through the semester, 4)
a few students will write these essays individually, 5) a few students will write these essays
collaboratively through face-to-face class meetings, 6) a few students will write these essays
collaboratively through Wiki (online), 7) to complete post-test essay individually, and 8) to
complete 12 weeks of studying in the advanced writing course.
Benefits
As a participant in this research study, there will be no direct benefit for you; however,
information from this study may benefit other people now or in the future.
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Risks
There are no known risks at this time to participation in this study.

Study Costs
o Participation in this study will be of no cost to you.
Compensation
You will not be paid for taking part in this study.
Confidentiality
All information collected about you during the course of this study will be kept confidential to
the extent permitted by law. You will be identified in the research records by a code name or
number. Information that identifies you personally will not be released without your written
permission. However, the study sponsor, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Wayne State
University, or federal agencies with appropriate regulatory oversight [e.g., Food and Drug
Administration (FDA), Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP), Office of Civil Rights
(OCR), etc.) may review your records.
When the results of this research are published or discussed in conferences, no information will
be included that would reveal your identity.
Voluntary Participation/Withdrawal
Taking part in this study is voluntary. You have the right to choose not to take part in this study.
If you decide to take part in the study you can later change your mind and withdraw from the
study. You are free to only answer questions that you want to answer. You are free to withdraw
from participation in this study at any time. Your decisions will not change any present or future
relationship with Wayne State University or its affiliates, or other services you are entitled to
receive.
The PI may stop your participation in this study without your consent. The PI will make the
decision and let you know if it is not possible for you to continue. The decision that is made is to
protect your health and safety, or because you did not follow the instructions to take part in the
study
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Questions
If you have any questions about this study now or in the future, you may contact Anas Alshalan
or one of his research team members at the following phone number 313-375-9428. If you have
questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, the Chair of the Institutional
Review Board can be contacted at (313) 577-1628. If you are unable to contact the research staff,
or if you want to talk to someone other than the research staff, you may also call the Wayne State
Research Subject Advocate at (313) 577-1628 to discuss problems, obtain information, or offer
input.
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
To voluntarily agree to take part in this study, you must sign on the line below. If you choose to
take part in this study you may withdraw at any time. You are not giving up any of your legal
rights by signing this form. Your signature below indicates that you have read, or had read to
you, this entire consent form, including the risks and benefits, and have had all of your questions
answered. You will be given a copy of this consent form.
_______________________________________________

________
Date

Signature of participant / Legally authorized representative *
_______________________________________________
Printed name of participant / Legally authorized representative *

________
Time

_______________________________________________
Signature of witness**

________
Date

_______________________________________________
Printed of witness**

________
Time

_______________________________________________
Signature of person obtaining consent

________
Date

_______________________________________________
Printed name of person obtaining consent

________
Time
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IRB Approvals
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Institutional Review Board
Office of the Provost
research.ltu.edu
irb@ltu.edu
December 15, 2015
Anas Mohammed Alshalan
Wayne State University, College of Education
ee0709@wayne.edu amshaaa@gmail.com
Dear Mr. Alshalan,
I am pleased to report that the IRB application to conduct research with human participants for your doctoral
dissertation “The Effects of Wiki-based Collaborative Writing on the ESL Student’s Individual Writing
Performance” has been approved under the Expedited review path for a period of one year, December 15,
2015 – December 15, 2016.
The IRB is satisfied that the following ethical concerns regarding the treatment of your human participants
have been addressed in your research protocol: (1) The research involves administering a paper-and-pencil
survey to, and analyzing work products from, Lawrence Tech ESL students who are at least 18 years of age
or older, in order to examine the effects of Wiki-based collaborative writing on writing performance; (2)
Participants who will voluntarily consent to complete the survey and participate in the study are free to
withdraw from the study at any time; (3) Participation in the study has no effect on the ESL student’s course
grade; (4) You have identified potential risks to you and the participants; and (5) You have assured that a
balance exists between potential benefits of the research to the participants and/or society and the risk
assumed by the participants.
Please contact the IRB if you require an extension to your project after one year. Please note you must
contact the IRB if you make a change to your research protocol that impacts the ethical treatment of your
research participants. Please do not hesitate to contact the IRB if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Matthew Cole, Ph.D.
Chair, Institutional Review Board (IRB)
Lawrence Technological University
irb@ltu.edu o: 248.204.3096 f: 248.204.3099
The Lawrence Tech IRB is organized and operated according to guidelines of the United States Office for Human Research
Protections and the United States Code of Federal Regulations and operates under Federal Wide Assurance No. FWA00010997
that expires 02/10/2017.
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APPENDIX D
Demographic Survey
Wiki collaborative writing
Please read each statement and fill in the information below Subject Number:
Q1) What is your age?
•
•
•
•
•

18 to 24
25 to 34
35 to 44
34 to 54
55 to 64

Q2) What is your gander?
• Male
• Female
Q3) What is the highest level of school you have
completed or the highest degree you have received?
• Less than high school degree
• High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)
• Some college but no degree
• Associate degree
• Bachelor degree
• Graduate degree
Q4) What is your major?

Q5) How much experience do you have in using Wiki, blog, and Google document (Drive)?
• None
• Less than a year
• One to two years
• More than two years
Q6) what is your nationality?

Q7) How long have you been learning English?
• Years:
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Q8) Are you taking any English classes the current semester?
• None
• One class
• Two classes
• Three classes
• More than three classes
Q9) Do you prefer to work along or in groups?
• Alone
• In groups
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APPENDIX E

Training session:
How to use Wikispaces
Advanced writing class
Lawrence Technological University
Spring 2016
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Introduction
This training session is designed to help you in using Wikispaces. It is
divided into three main sections. The first section is about Wiki and Wikispaces.
The second section focuses how to create an account in Wikispaces. The third
section discusses how to write, edit, and revise the essays in Wikispaces. You are
able to keep this handout with you and use it as a reference.
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Section One
Wiki:
It is one type of social network sites where people are able to collaboratively
write, edit, and revise their content. One famous example of Wiki is Wikipedia
where anyone is able to write any information or modify any content written by
any one else.

Wikispaces:
It is an example of Wiki however it was designed for an education purpose.
It is founded in 2005, and over 10 million teachers and students have registered in
this website. For more information about Wikispaces, visit this link
https://www.wikispaces.com/content/classroom/about
Wikispaces is used in this class to allow two students to write their essay
online, anywhere and anytime. Each two students will be assigned to a team, and
they should work together to write, edit, and revise their essays. Section three will
describe in detail how to do all these tasks.
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Section Two
How to create an account in Wikispaces:
Step 1:
Click On this link http://www.wikispaces.com/

Step 2:
Click on the SIGN IN icon on the right corner of the page.

Click Here
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Step 3
Click on the Create a new Wikispaces account icon

Click here
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Step 4:
•
•
•
•
•

Choose your Username
Choose your password
Write your email
Click on NO
Click on Join icon

Choose your username
Choose your password
Write your email

Click here
Click here

Once you click on Join, you will be transferred to your page in Wikispaces.
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Step 5:
Check your email and confirm your email to Wikispaces.

Click here to confirm your email

Step 5 is the last step in this section. Right now you have an account in Wikispaces.
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Section Three
How to write, edit, and revise the essays in Wikispaces.
Step 1:
You should entire the advanced writing class (AWC-ESL) from the main page by clicking on the
link.

Click here to entire the class (AWC-ESL)
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Step 2:
In the main page of the class, click on the essay number 1 appeared on the right side of the page.
Each essay has a number, so the first essay will be number 1.

Click Here
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Step 3:
Once you click on the essay number 1, you will be transferred to the page that contains the essay
question.

This is the essay question
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Step 4:
A) You are able to write on this page directly by clicking on Edit icon.

Click here to edit
this page
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B-1) You are able to first add a speared page and write on it the draft of the essay,
and then you copy the final draft and post it under the question.

Click here to add a page.
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B-2) Once you click on add page icon, a small window will appear, and you should write
only a name to the page, and then click create.

Write the name of your page here. “My part”.

Click here to create the page
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B-3) when you click create, you will be transferred to a new page, and you can write
inside the box. Once you finish
writing the essay, click on save icon. If you want to cancel what you did, you click on cancel
icon.

Write here your essay
Click here to cancel
Click here to save
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B-4) You can edit the text from the top bar.

Use this bar to edit the text
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B-5) When you click save, you will see your page. To go back to the main page of the
essay, you click on essay number 1. Also, you can see your page link on the bottom of the main
page. Once you click on the link, you will go to your own page you have created.

Always, click here to
go to the main page of
the essay.

Click here to go
to your page.
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Step 5:
A) When you want to discuss any thing with your partner, you can use Add Discussion
feature located on the bottom of the page.

Click here to add discussion
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B) When you click on Discussion, you should write the subject and the body, and then click Post.

Write here the subject
Write here the body

Click here to post
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C) When you click post, you will see your message on the bottom of the essay page.

Here is your message
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Step 6:

A) You can see all the changes that you or your partner made by clicking on
Changes icon located on the right side of the main page.

Click here
to see
all the
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B) All the changes are timed, and you can see the change in detail by clicking on View changes
icon or on the gray text.

Here is the
time

Click here to see
the changes in detail
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C) The changes that colored by light green are inserted to the essay, and the changes that
colored by red are deleted from the essay. Also, you can compare between the older version and
the newer version.

Use these icons to
compare between the
versions
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Finally
If you need any help in using Wikispaces, please contact me at
313-3759428 or amsh32@hotmail.com
ANAS ALSHALAN

Thank you for your participation

130
REFERENCES
Abu Bakar, N., Latif, H., & Ya’acob, A. (2010). ESL students feedback on the use of blogs for
language learning, 3L The Southeast Asian Journal of English Language Studies, 16 (1),
120-142.
Abuseileek, A. F., & AbuAlshar, A. M. (2012). The effect of computer-mediated communication
cooperative learning structures and techniques on improving EFL learners’ speaking
skill. International Journal of Learning Technology, 7(4), 334–352.
Al Khateeb, A. (2013). Wikis in EFL writing classes in Saudi Arabia: identifying instructors’
reflections on merits, demerits and implementation. Teaching English with Technology,
13(4), 3-22.
Al Murshidi, G. (2014). Emirati and Saudi Students’ writing challenges at U.S. universities.
English Language Teaching, 7(6), 87-95.
Alegrı ́ a de la Colina, A., & Garcı ́ a Mayo, M. P. (2007). Attention to form across
collaborative tasks by low-proficiency learners in an EFL setting. In M. P. Garcı ́a Mayo
(Ed.), Investigating tasks in foreign language learning (pp. 91–116). Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters.
Ansarimoghaddam, S., & Tan, B. H. (2013). Co-constructing an essay: collaborative writing in
class and on Wiki. 3L: Southeast Asian Journal of English Language Studies, 19(1), 35–
40.
Biria, R., & Jafari, S. (2013). The impact of collaborative writing on the writing fluency of
Iranian EFL learners. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 4(1), 164–175.
Borau, K., Ullrich, C., Feng, J., & Shen, R. (2009). Microblogging for language learning: Using
twitter to train communicative and cultural competence. In Advances in Web Based

131
Learning–collaborative writing 2009 (pp. 78–87). Springer. Retrieved from
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-642-03426-8_10
Bruffee, K. A. (1973). Collaborative learning: some practical models. College English, 34(5),
634.
Caruso, G. (2014). The Impact of Wiki-based Collaborative Writing on English L2 Learners’
Individual Writing Development (Master’s Thesis). Portland State University, United
States -- Oregon. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.wayne.edu/docview/1627154669/abstract/11BAE2C
4DC714E3BPQ/1?accountid=14925
Chang, C. K., & Hsu, C.-K. (2011). A mobile-assisted synchronously collaborative translation–
annotation system for English as a foreign language (EFL) reading comprehension.
Computer Assisted Language Learning, 24(2), 155–180.
Chao, Y. C., & Lo, H.-C. (2011). Students’ perceptions of Wiki-based collaborative writing for
learners of English as a foreign language. Interactive Learning Environments, 19(4),
395–411.
Choi, U. K. (1991). Writing process and the EFL writing. Language Research, 27, 437–448.
Cicchetti, D. V. (1994). Guidelines, criteria, and rules of thumb for evaluating normed and
standardized assessment instruments in psychology. Psychological Assessment, 6(4),
284–290.
Cohen, J. (1992). Quantitative methods on psychology. A Primer Psychological Buletin, 112 (1),
155-159.
Cohen, L. (2000). Research methods in education (5th ed). London; New York:
RoutledgeFalmer.

132
Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative
and qualitative research. Boston, MA: Pearson.
Daniels, P. T., & Bright, W. (1996). The World’s Writing Systems. Oxford University Press.
De Paiva Franco, C. (2008). Using wiki-based peer-correction to develop writing skills of
Brazilian EFL learners. Novitas-Royal, 2(1), 49–59.
de Winter, J. C. (2013). Using the Student’s t-test with extremely small sample sizes. Practical
Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 18(10), 1-12.
Dillenbourg, P., Baker, M., Blaye, A. and O’Malley, C. (1996) The evolution of research on
collaborative writing. In P. Reimann and H. Spada (eds) Learning in Humans and
Machine: Towards an Interdisciplinary Learning Science (pp. 189–211). Oxford,
Elsevier.
Dobao, A. (2012). Collaborative writing tasks in the second language classroom: comparing
group, pair, and individual work. Journal of Second Language Writing, 21(1), 40–58.
Dobao, A. (2014). Attention to form in collaborative writing tasks: comparing pair and small
group interaction. The Canadian Modern Language Review / La Revue Canadienne Des
Langues Vivantes, 70(2), 158–187.
Ede, L. S., & Lunsford, A. A. (1990). Singular texts/plural authors: perspectives on
collaborative writing. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.
Elola, I., & Oskoz, A. (2010). Collaborative writing: fostering foreign language and writing
conventions development. Language, Learning & Technology, 14(3), 51–71.
ESL, (2016). English program. Retrieved April 22, 2016, from
https://www.els.edu/en/EnglishPrograms/Program?prgm=EAP

133
Gilmore, A. (2009). Using online corpora to develop students’ writing skills. ELT Journal, 63(4),
363–372.
Godwin-Jones, R. (2003). Emerging technologies blogs and wikis: environments for on-line
collaboration. Language Learning & Technology, 7(2), 12–16.
Godwin-Jones, R. (2005). Emerging technologies: messaging, gaming, peer-to-peer sharing:
Language learning strategies & tools for the millennial generation. Language Learning &
Technology, 9(1), 17-22.
Hallgren, K. A. (2012). Computing inter-rater reliability for observational data: an overview and
tutorial. Tutorials in Quantitative Methods for Psychology, 8(1), 23.
Hosseinpour, N., & Biria, R. (2014). Improving Iranian EFL learners’ writing through task-based
collaboration. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 4(11), 2428–2435.
Jacobs, H. L., Zinkgraf, S., Wormuth, D., Hartfiel, V., & Hughey, J. (1981). Testing ESL
composition: A practical approach. Newbury House.
Jafari, N. (2012). The Effect of collaboration on Iranian EFL learners’ writing accuracy.
International Education Studies, 5(2), 125–131.
Karabuga, F., & Kaya, E. S. (2013). Collaborative strategic reading practice with adult EFL
learners: a collaborative and reflective approach to reading. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 106, 621–630. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.12.071
Kessler, G., & Bikowski, D. (2010). Developing collaborative autonomous learning abilities in
computer mediated language learning: attention to meaning among students in wiki
space. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 23(1), 41–58.

134
Kessler, G., Bikowski, D., & Boggs, J. (2012). Collaborative writing among second language
learners in academic web-based projects. Language Learning & Technology, 16(1), 91–
109.
Khany, R., & Khosravian, F. (2014). Iranian EFL Learners’ Vocabulary Development through
Wikipedia. English Language Teaching, 7(7), 57–67.
Kim, Y., & McDonough, K. (2008). The effect of interlocutor proficiency on the collaborative
dialogue between Korean as a second language learners. Language Teaching Research,
12(2), 211–234.
Knowles, N., & Hennequin, W. (2004). New technology, newer teachers: Computer resources
and collaboration in literature and composition. Electronic collaboration in the
humanities: Issues and options (pp. 91-110. Mahwah, NJ: L. Erlbaum Associates.
Kwan, L. S. L., & Yunus, M. M. (2015). Group participation and interaction in ESL Wiki
collaborative writing among Malaysian gifted students. Asian Social Science, 11(2), 59–
68.
Lee, L. (2010). Exploring wiki-mediated collaborative writing: A case study in an elementary
Spanish course. Calico Journal, 27(2), 260–272.
Leeser, M. J. (2004). Learner proficiency and focus on form during collaborative dialogue.
Language Teaching Research, 8(1), 55–81.
Li, M. (2013). Individual novices and collective experts: Collective scaffolding in wiki-based
small group writing. System, 41(3), 752–769.
Lin, M. H. (2014). Effects of Classroom Blogging on ESL Student Writers: An Empirical
Reassessment. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 23(3), 577–590.
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-013-0131-8

135
Lin, W. C., & Yang, S. C. (2011). Exploring students’ perceptions of integrating Wiki
technology and peer feedback into English writing courses. English Teaching: Practice
and Critique, 10(2), 88–103.
Liou, H. C., & Lee, S.-L. (2011). How Wiki-based writing influences college students’
collaborative and individual composing products, processes, and learners’ perceptions:
International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching, 1(1), 45–
61.
Long, M. (1983). Native speaker/non-native speaker conversation and the negotiation of
comprehensible input. Applied Linguistics, 4(2), 126–141.
Long, M. (1985) Input and second language acquisition theory. In S.M. Gass and C.G. Madden
(eds) Input in second language acquisition (pp. 377–393). Rowley, NA: Newbury House.
Long, M. (1996). The role of the linguistic environment in second language acquisition. In W. C.
Ritchie, & T. K. Bhatia (Eds.), 413–468.
Mahmud, M. M., & Ching, W. S. (2013). Efficacy of wikipedia as a pedagogical apparatus in the
classroom. Academic Research International, 4(2), 231–242.
Marzban, A., & Sarjami, S. M. (2014). Collaborative negotiated feedback versus teacher-written
feedback: Impact on Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ writing. Theory and Practice in
Language Studies, 4(2), 293–302.
Milenović, Ž. (2011). Application of Mann-Whitney U test in research of professional training of
primary school teachers. Metodički obzori, 6(11), 73-79.
Mindel, J. L., & Verma, S. (2006). Wikis for teaching and learning. Communications of the
Association for Information Systems, 18, 2–38.

136
Mirtes, C. M. (2014). Contemporary play: An analysis of preschool discourse during play
situations while using technology and while using traditional play materials (Order No.
3726802). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses A&I; ProQuest Dissertations
& Theses Global. (1718199959). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.wayne.edu/docview/1718199959?accountid=14925
Nami, F., & Marandi, S. S. (2014). Wikis as discussion forums: exploring students’ contribution
and their attention to form. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 27(6), 483–508.
Nassaji, H., & Tian, J. (2010). Collaborative and individual output tasks and their effects on
learning English phrasal verbs. Language Teaching Research, 14(4), 397–419.
Pallant, J. (2011). SPSS survival manual: a step by step guide to data analysis using SPSS.
Crows Nest, N.S.W.: Allen & Unwin.
Pattanpichet, F. (2011). The effects of using collaborative learning to enhance students’ English
speaking achievement. Journal of College Teaching & Learning (TLC), 8(11), 1–10.
Pica, T. (1994). Research on negotiation: what does it reveal about second-language learning
conditions, processes, and outcomes? Language Learning, 44(3), 493–527.
Razak, N. A., Saeed, M., & Ahmad, Z. (2013). adopting social networking sites (Snativespeakers) as interactive communities among English foreign language (EFL) learners in
writing: opportunities and challenges. English Language Teaching, 6(11), 187–198.
Raitman, R., Augar, N., & Zhou, W. (2005). Employing wikis for online collaboration in the elearning environment: Case study. In Information Technology and Applications, 2005.
ICITA 2005. Third International Conference on (Vol. 2, pp. 142–146). IEEE. Retrieved
from http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpls/abs_all.jsp?arnumber=1488944

137

Richardson, W. (2010). Blogs, Wikis, Podcasts, and other powerful web tools for classrooms.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Ruiz, N. (2013). Immigration facts on foreign students (No. 1). Brookings. Retrieved from
http://www.brookings.edu/research/interactives/2013/facts-on-foreign-students
Ruiz, N. (2014). The Geography of foreign students in U.S. higher education- origins and
destinations (No. 15). Brookings. Retrieved from
http://www.brookings.edu/research/interactives/2013/facts-on-foreign-students
Schmidt, R. (1983). Interaction, acculturation, and the acquisition of communicative
competence: A case study of an adult. Sociolinguistics and Language Acquisition, 137–
174.
Shehadeh, A. (2011). Effects and student perceptions of collaborative writing in second
language. Journal of Second Language Writing, 20(4), 286–305.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2011.05.010
Singman, C. (2013). The Effectiveness of Social Media Activities on Taiwanese Undergraduates'
EFL Grammar Achievement (Doctoral dissertation). Order No. AAI3527880 ProQuest.
Web. 1 May 2016.
Storch, N. (2005). Collaborative writing: Product, process, and students’ reflections. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 14(3), 153–173.
Storch, N. (2007). Investigating the merits of pair work on a text editing task in ESL classes.
Language Teaching Research, 11(2), 143–159.
Storch, N. (2011). Collaborative writing in second language contexts: Processes, outcomes, and
future directions. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 31, 275–288.

138
Storch, N. (2013). Collaborative writing in second language classrooms. Bristol ; Buffalo:
Multilingual Matters.
Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2010). Learners’ processing, uptake, and retention of corrective
feedback on writing. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32(02), 303–334.
Sun, Y. (2010). Extensive writing in foreign‐language classrooms: a blogging approach.
Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 47(3), 327–339.
Swain, M. (1985). Communicative competence: Some roles of comprehensible input and
comprehensible output in its development. Input in Second Language Acquisition, 15,
165-179.
Swain, M. (1993). The Output hypothesis: Just speaking and writing aren’t enough. Canadian
Modern Language Review, 50(1), 158–64.
Swain, M., & Lapkin, S. (1998). Interaction and Second Language Learning: Two Adolescent
French Immersion Students Working Together. The Modern Language Journal, 82(3),
320. http://doi.org/10.2307/329959
Thomsen, E. B. (2003). Internet column: Teaching English: ESL/EFL resources. Collection
Building, 22(2), 92–93.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society. The development of higher psychological processes.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 79–91.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1981). The genesis of higher mental functions. The concept of activity in Soviet
psychology, 144-188.
Wang, C.-M. (2012). An investigation of using wikis as a collaborative tool for teaching in a
non-western tertiary education classroom. Journal of Educational Technology
Development and Exchange, 5(1), 63–76.

139
Wang, J., Zou, B., Wang, D., & Xing, M. (2013). Students’ perception of a wiki platform and the
impact of wiki engagement on intercultural communication. System, 41(2), 245–256.
Wang, Y.-C. (2014). Using wikis to facilitate interaction and collaboration among EFL learners:
A social constructivist approach to language teaching. System, 42, 383–390.
Warschauer, M., & Grimes, D. (2007). Audience, authorship, and artifact: the emergent
semiotics of web 2.0. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 27, 1-23.
Watanabe, Y., & Swain, M. (2007). Effects of proficiency differences and patterns of pair
interaction on second language learning: collaborative dialogue between adult ESL
learners. Language Teaching Research, 11(2), 121–142.
Wigglesworth, G., & Storch, N. (2009). Pair versus individual writing: Effects on fluency,
complexity and accuracy. Language Testing, 26(3), 445–466.
Woo, M., Chu, S., Ho, A., & Li, X. (2011). Using a Wiki to scaffold primary-school students’
collaborative writing. Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 14(1), 43–54.
Zoghi, M., Mustapha, R., & Maasum, T. N. R. M. (2010). Collaborative strategic reading with
university EFL learners. Journal of College Reading and Learning, 41(1), 67–94.

140
ABSTRACT
THE EFFECTS OF WIKI-BASED COLLABORATIVE WRITING ON ESL STUDENT’S
INDIVIDUAL WRITING PERFORMANCE
by
ANAS M ALSHALAN
August 2016

Advisor: Dr. Monica Tracey
Major: Instructional Technology
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy
The advent of communication technologies, including the use of computers and Internet
especially in higher educational settings, now provides numerous ways of communication (Sun,
2010). One of these higher educational settings is ESL learning. According to Godwin-Jones
(2005), language learning, specifically writing, could be facilitated by using web 2.0 technology.
One of the web 2.0 applications is social network sites. Social network sites provide learners
with opportunities to access interactive environments that increase collaborative and interactive
learning (Razak et al., 2013). However, there is a shortage of studies that investigate the effects
of social network sites, especially Wiki for ESL students (Razak et al., 2013). Of this small
numbers of studies most have been focused on the effects of Wiki on the process of collaborative
writing and on the leaners’ perceptions of using Wiki in collaborative writing projects. Only a
few studies have focused on the effects of Wiki on the products of collaborative writing.
Timed writing essay and demographic survey were used to collect data on international
ESL students at a private university in Midwestern United States. A comparison group pretest
and posttest design was used to answer the research questions and determine the impact of Wiki-
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based collaborative writing on individuals’ writing performance. A total of 24 students
participated in this study, with 13 students in the control group and 11 students being in the
experimental group. Students who participated in this study had a diverse background in terms of
age, gender, nationality, major, highest level of degree, years in learning English, current English
classes, experience using social media, and preference of writing mode.
The results of this quasi-experimental study showed that although the experimental group
showed improvement from the pre-essay to the post-essay in five dependent variables, the results
of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test did not show any statistical significance in any dependent
variables—overall p= .476, content p= .656, organization p=.195, vocabulary p=.166, and
grammar p= .570—with the exception of mechanics (p=.026). Also, Descriptive Statistics
indicated that participants in the experimental group achieved higher scores in the post-essays
than the participants in the control group in four dependent variables—overall, vocabulary,
grammar, and mechanics. However, the results of Mann-Whitney U test showed that there was a
statistically significant difference between the experimental group and the control group in three
dependent variables—vocabulary p=.018, and grammar p= .049, and mechanics p=.027—in
favoring the experimental group.
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